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FOREWORD

The National Education Longitudinal Study of 1988 (NELS:88) is a large-scale,
national longitudinal study designed and sponsored by the National Center for Education
Statistics (NCES), with support from other government agencies. NELS:88 provides a
variety of data about the 1988 eighth graders as they move through the U.S. school system
and into the many and varied activities of early adulthood. The study began with the group
administration of questionnaires and tests to 25,000 eighth graders in more than 1,000
public and private schools in spring 1988. Data were also collected from the students'
parents, teachers, and school principals. NELS:88 has continued with a second collection

of information from the 1988 eighth graders in spring 1990. A third data collection, along

with the collection of high school transcripts, will take place in 1992.

It is not possible to obtain 100 percent cooperation in a strictly voluntary survey such
as NELS:88, and those who do respond may not always possess accurate information or
for other reasons may provide inaccurate answers. Good survey practices require the
examination of the quality of the data collected. Assessment of data quality leads to better
analysis and interpretation of the data and improvements in the designs of future studies.
This report examines the quality of responses of eighth-grade students to questionnaires
that were group administered in a school setting.The validity of student responses, in most
instances, is judged against the standard of parent responses. Data quality is evaluated as a
function of item type and the age, sex, raceethnicity, and other chaiacteristics of the
respondents. Non-response bias is considered in the NELS:88 Base Year Sample Design
Report.

The results of this study will be useful in the analysis and interpretation of the data
generated by NELS:88 and similar surveys and will be helpful in designing student
questionnaires for future surveys.

Paul Planchon
Associate Commissioner
Elementary and Secondary Education Statistics Division

Jeffrey Owings
Branch Chief
Longitudinal and Household Studies Branch
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The base-year survey of the National Education Longitudinal Study of 1988
(NELS:88) took place in spring 1988. Data on a variety of topics were obtained by means
of questionnaires and achievement tests that were group administered to a national
probability sample of 25,000 eighth graders. Although information is available on the
reliability of the NELS:88 achievement tests, little information thus far has been available
about the accuracy of the questionnaire data.' This report pmsents the results of an
examination of the quality of the responses of eighth-grade students in NELS:88 to a subset
of the variables available in the NELS:88 database.

The quality of the NELS:88 data was assessed in sevelal ways. First, the report
examined the correspondence between parent and student responses to similar items in the
survey instruments. That is, in instances where the parent and the student wetv asked
similar questions, the report examined the agreement between the parent and the student
responses.2 Secondly, where the data were available, the report examined the consistency
among student responses to related items. Finally, the report assessed the reliability of
several scales created from the NELS:88 student, parent, and school questionnaires.

Judged by the indicators of data quality used in this report, the NELS:88 data
displayed a high degree of accuracy and consistency. Furthermore, the quality of NELS:88
responses compared very favorably with the responses from the last longitudinal study
conducted by NCES, High School and Beyond (HS&B). However, the quality of student
responses to items common to both surveys was somewhat lower for the NELS:88 eighth-
graders than for the HS&B sophomores and seniors. In almost all cases there was a
gradual increase in the quality of the responses from younger to older cohorts.
Furthermore, students from high socioeconomic backgrounds, those with higher abilities in
reading, white or Asian students, and female students were more likely to give valid
answers than were their peers. These fmdings were consistent with prior research.

1 Information about the reliability of the NELS:88 test battery is available from D. A. Rock and J. M.
Pollack, Psychometric Report for the NELS Base-Year Test Battery (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Department
of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, September 1989).
2 Judging the quality of the suident response by the standard of the parent response was also used in earlier
reports on the quality of the High School and Beyond Study, see William B. Fetters, Peter S. Stowe, and
Jeffrey A. Owings, High School and Beyond: A National Longitudinal Stut:y for the 1980's: Quality of
Responses of High School Students to Questionnaire Items, U.S. Department of Education, National
Center for Education Statistics (Washington, D.C., September 1984). However, differences between parent
and student responses may not always be due to errors in the student iesponses and the assumption that the
parent response is the "true" response may not always hoki. Differences in parent and student responses also
may be due to actual differences in the perceptions and knowledge of the two groups.
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CHAFFER 1
INTRODUCTION

The base year of the National Education Longitudinal Study of 1988 (NELS:88) is the first
stage of the current major educational longitudinal data collection effort by NCES. Students,
parents, teachers, and school administrators were selected to participate in the survey. About
25,000 students participated in the base-year survey (a response rate of 93 percent of those
selected). Over 24,000 parents responded to the survey (a respense rate ofover 92 percent of
those selected) and data from at least one teacher was obtained forover 92 percent of the students
who participated in the study.

Because the NELS:88 research protocol is focused on determining the effects of students'
home and learning environments on their educational achievement, it is essential that the data
accurately reflect these environments. The study design developed for NELS:88 avoids many of
the reporting errors likely to be committed by eighth-grade students. This was accomplished by
gathering information from parents on items that typically have been inaccurately reported by
students (such as family income). However, the base-year study relies on student self-reported
data in a variety of critical areas. The NELS:88 dataset enables researchers to examine the
relationship of various student, family, and school characteristics to students' success in school.
Accurate background information on the student is essential to achieving these analytical goals.

This report presents the results from an analysis of the quality of the data from the
NELS:88 base-year survey. Specifically, this study assesses the student data in NELS:88 by
examining some of the student responses to see how they correspond with parent or teacher
responses or according to their consistency with other student items. In developing the NELS:88
database, NCES quite consciously used other NCES longitudinal studies as a foundation, so that
the results from NELS:88 could be compared with those from other databases such as HS&B.
Therefore, wherever possible, this report compares the quality of the NELS:88 data with that of
the HS&B data reported in Fetters, Stowe, and Owings.'

Furthermore, this analysis was conducted without the use of the weights associated with
the NELS:88 database. Errors in responses to questionnaire items are, by their nature, directly
linked to the wording of particular items, the placement of particular items in the questionnaire,
and the conditions under which the questions are administered. To study the errors in responses,
researchers in the field of measurement focus their attention on whether the questionnaire items
can obtain accurate information. That is, they cxamine how the particular sample of persons
responded to the particular survey instrument. Since they are only intemsted in the persons who
actually responded to the survey, they commonly use unweighted analyses to gain knowledge on
psychometric properties (such as validity or reliability) of these items.

On the other hand, researchers in the field of survey sampling are more interested in
making inferences about the population of survey respondents. That is, instead of examining
how a particular sample of persons responded to the survey, they study how the population of
persons might have responded to the survey. They focus their attention on investigating the item
response errors as part of the nonsampling error of population estimates. They generally use
weighted analyses for their studies.

1 William B. Fetters, Peter S. Stowe, and Jeffrey A. Owings, High School and Beyond: A National Longitudinal
Study/or the 1980's: Quality of Responses of High School Students to Questionnaire Items, U.S. Department of
Education, National Center for Education Statistics, (Washington, D.C., September 1984).
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One of the major objectives of this report is to compare the NELS:88 data quality with High
School mid Beyond (HS&B), the last longitudinal study conducted by NCES. Because the report
on the quality of responses for HS&B was conducted with unweighted data, this analysis also
reports the results using unweighted data. However, in producing this report, both weighted and
unweighted analyses were conducted for a sample of survey items. The results indicated that
using weighted rather than unweighted data produced few differences in the indicators of data
quality used in this analysis. However, for readers who are interested in the results of the
weighted analyses, a comparison of the weighted and unweighted results for some selected items
are included in appendix C of this report.

This report is organized into six chapters. This introductory chapter reviews earlier findings
on the accuracy of self-reported data collected with survey questionnaires. Following this
introductory chapter, the second chapter describes the methodology used for assessing the
quality of the NELS:88 data. A third chapter explores the consistency of student and parent
responses to similar items. The next chapter looks at the consistency of student responses to
similar items by examining the reliability of student responses from one item to the next. A fifth
chapter looks at the internal reliability of several scales created from the NELS:88 base-year
survey. The report concludes with a discussion of the results of this analysis and the implications
for future analytical use of NELS:88 data.

Accuracy of Student Self-Report Data

Social science researchers often depend on survey data to analyze social phenomena.
However, the use of such data has raised numerous questions about the accuracy of self-reports,
which has generated a substantial literature on the validity and reliability of data collected from
survey respondents. Within this larger class of studies are those that analyze the accuracy of
reports of socioeconomic class and other family characteristics by children. Most of these reports
focus on two measures of quality with respect to the data provided: the validity of reported data
in relation to the true value and the reliability of these reports over time. The validity coefficient is
generally defined as the correlation between the evaluated response and the true value for the
response, whereas the reliability coefficient is defmed as the correlation between responses of the
individual to the same item in a test-retest situation. 2

Prior longitudinal studiesby the National Center for Education Statistics (NCES), the
National Longitudinal Study of 1972 (NLS-72), and High School and Beyond (HS&B)relied
on the student as the primary source of information about all aspects of home and school life. In
a report using HS&B questionnaire and transcript data, Fetters, Stowe, and Owings found that
students tended to provide relatively accurate information on a large number of issues.3 Due to
the richness of the HS&B data, this study was considerably more comprehensive than most
examining the quality of student-reported data. While many of these studies examined the quality
of data reported in questionnaires using either validity or reliability measures, Fetters, et al. were
able to examine both measures and the level of agreement between students and their parents on
subjective or opinion-oriented items. In general, they found that students were accurate reporters
of factual information, such as raceethnicity or parents' educational level. On the other hand,
they were not as accurate in reporting information about opinions or attitudes, such as mother's
expectations for the student's educational achievement. One exception to this general rule was
family income, which, although a factual item, was a matter of speculation for many students and
thus inaccurately reported.

2 In this paper, however, reliability is defined as inter-item reliability. See Chapter 2 for an explanation of the
methodology used in this paper.
3 Ibid.
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These results confirmed findings from several other studies concerning the validity of
student reports of family characteristics. For example, Cohen and Orum found that students
accurately reported their parents' education and occupation when allowed to fill in a response
blank.4 Borus and Nestel concluded that, on average, the son's estimate of his father's
educational attainment was very close to that of his father's.5 Similarly, Kayser and Summers
found that students were relatively accurate reporters of parental education, but like Fetters, et
al., they concluded that students were not good reporters of their father's income.6

These studies an the accuracy of student self-reported data generally conclude that students
are relatively good sources of information about family background variables, but that the
accuracy of their reporting is systematically affected by the way in which questions are asked, the
specific information sought, and the characteristics of the student. For example, Fetters, Stowe,
and Owings found that HS&B seniors were more dependable reporters than HS&B
sophomores? These results are consistent with an earlier study by Kerckhoff, Mason, and Poss,
which concluded that older children are more accurate reporters than younger ones, and that the
validity of reports by children increases as they get older.8 These findings have important
implicadons for NELS:88, because this study relies on the reports of eighth-graders.

Other student characteristics identified by Fetters, et al., that were related to the accuracy of
self-reported data included sex (females were slightly more accurate reporters than males), race
ethnicity (whites were more accurate reporters than Hispanics or blacks), and ability (high-ability
students were more accurate reporters than low-ability students). Likewise, Kerckhoff, et al.,
found that among boys in the sixth and ninth grades, whites tended to be more accurate reporters
of family social status than blat.ls, although this discrepancy largely disappeared by the time the
boys reached the 12th grade. Furthermore, these differences in accuracy were due to the different
distributions of blacks and whites on the specific characteristic studied.9 Moreover, Borus and
Nestel found slight evidence that white young men reported their father's education and
socioeconomic status with greater accuracy than did black young men, although the only
statistically significant difference in accuracy was between rural, poorly educated blacks from
large families and everybody else,10

Another factor associated with the validity of student reports about family background
variables is the way in which the question is asked. In particular, Cohen and Orum discovered
that children reported their father's occupation more accurately when they were asked to answer
open-ended questions than when they were asked to specify the broad occupational category in
which their father's occupation belonged." The number of response categories also has an
impact on the validity of student responses: variables with few response categories may produce

4 Roberta S. Cohen and Anthony M. Orum, "Parent-Child Consensus on Socioeconomic Data Obtained from
Sample Surveys," Public Opinion Quarterly, 36 (Spring 1972): 95-98.
5 Michael E. Borus and Gilbert Neste!, "Response Bias in Reports of Father's Education and Socioeconomic
Status," Journal of the American Statistical Association, 68 (344) (December 1973): 818.
6 Brian D. Kayser and Gene F. Summers, "The Adequacy of Student Reports of Parental SES Characteristics,"
Sociological Methods and Research, 1 (5) (February 1973).
7 Ibid., viii.
8 Alan C. Kerckhoff, William M. Mason, and Sharon Sandominsky Poss, "On the Accuracy of Children's
Reports of Family Social Status," Sociology of Education, 1973, 46 (Spring 1973): 219-247.
9 Ibid., 219.
10 Michael E. Borus and Gilbert Nestel, "Response Bias in Reports of Father's Education and Socioeconomic
Status," Journal of the American Statistical Associatial, 68 (344), (December 1973): 816-820.
" Cohen and Orum, op. cit., 97. However, there is nothing unique about students having difficulty with coding
occupations. Most survey respondents have difficulty with these kinds of items.
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artificially high levels of agreement, whereas variables with many categories may produce
artificially low levels. In an analysis of ungrouped data for an onlinal variable, Cohen andOrum
found that a majority of incorrect responses were found in categories adjacent to the correct
response and did not result in serious misplacement of children on the ordinal scale.12
Furthermore, when students had the option of responding "I don't know" to questionnaire items,
the overall accuracy of their responses declined.13

The type of information sought also affects the accuracy of student reports. Validity and
reliability studies of student-reported data have consistently found that factual, current items are
more accurately reported than subjective or ambiguous ones. Likewise, items that are personally
sensitive tend to be less accurately rvorted. From all of the studies cited here that analyzed
student reports of family income, it was found that students are not good sources for this type of
information. Perhaps an explanation is that income could be a sensitive item, or it might simply
be something that few students actually know much about.

Finally, most studies have found that family life is an area in which student and parent
reports tend to In inconsistent. Fetters, et al., found only moderate agreement between students
and parents on the mother's educational aspirations for the student, while they discovered low
agreement on items such as the influence of parents on the student's post-high school plans and
on sex role attitudes.14 Jessop concluded that relative to other topics, agreement on the nature of
parent-adolescent relationships was low. Further, the results indicate that biases by students.
tended to enlarge the area of power and influence they had on family life.15 In addition, Jessop
suggested that the responses of both students and parents may be biased by beliefs about what is
considered socially desirable, that parents were more biased reporters of family life issues than
students. Thus, students may be better reporters of family life issues than parents.16

12 Ibid., 98.
13 Kerckhoff, et al., 222-23.
14 Fetters, et al., 26.
15 Dorothy Jones Jessop, "Family Relationships as Viewed by Parents and Adolescents: A Specification," Journal
of Marriage and the Family, (February 1981): 104.
16 Ibid., 96-97. These suggestions are drawn from her literature review, which cites R.G. Niemi, A
Methodological Study of Political Socialization in the Family (Ann Arbor, Michigan: University Microfilms,
1968), and L.E. Larson, "System and Subsystem Perception of Family Roles," Journal of Marriage and the
Family, (February 1974, 123-138).
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CHAPTER 2
DATA AND METHODOLOGY

There are many different ways in which analysts can judge the quality of the data from any
survey. In this study three types of analyses were used to assess the quality of the NELS:88 data:
1) the correspondence between the student and the parent iesponses to similar itemsincluding
the bias in the student-reported data; 2) the consistency of students' responses to related items;
and 3) the internal reliability of scales created from the NELS:88 dataset. These analyses are
presented separately in the next three chapters of this report. Beginning with a brief description
of the NELS:88 dataset, this chapter presents a detailed description of the methodology used in
each of the three analyses.

NELS:88 Data

The NELS:88 base-year study used a two-stage stratified probability sample design to
select a nationally representative sample of schools and students. Nearly 25,000 students are
included in the fmal realized sample.17 The student file includes respondents in the main sample
and supplemental samples of Asians and Hispanics. In addition, one parent and two teachers of
each student in the student sample were also selected to participate in the parent and teacher data
collection efforts. More than 22,000 parents responded to the survey (a response rate of more
than 92 percent of those selected), and data from at least one teacher was obtained for more than
92 percent of the students who participated in the study.

This analysis is based on unweighted data from the public release files for NELS:88.18
These data have been machine edited to enforce certain kinds of consistency. Consequently, in
comparing responses to particular variables, one could be comparing responses that have been
changed to be consistent with other independent filters, and not the iespondent's actual answer to
the item.19 Fortunately, the machine editing on the base year of NELS:88 was light and quite
conservative. The analysis could just as easily have been run on the original unedited versions of
the files. However, since the purpose of this report is to provide researchers with information on
the quality of the NELS:88 data, the analysis was conducted on the data iesearchers will actually
usethe public release data.

Methodology

Correspondence between student and parent responses.

V alidity is generally defined as the correspondence between an item and some standard
assumed to be the true value. In most cases throughout this report, the parent response is the

17 National Opinion Research Center, National Education Longitudinal Study of 1988 Base-Year: Student
Component Data File User's Manual (December 1987), vi.
18 For a discussion of the use of unweighted data in this analysis, see appendix A.
19 For details of the editing procedures used for the NELS:88 database see National Education Longitudinal Study

of 1988 Base-Year: Student Component Data File User's Manual,National Opinion Research Center (December
1987), 48-49.
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standard upon which the validity of the student response is measured." It is important for the
reader to keep in mind that this section examines only those items on the student questionnaire
that had a corresponding item (or similar item) on the parent questionnaire. Furthermore, the
sample size for the analysis of each item was based the number of logical studentparent pairs
for each item. The number of logical studentparent pairs depended primarily on the skip pattern
of previous items and whether the mother or the father responded to the parent questionnaire.
Therefore, all 22,651 studentparent pairs were used in the analysis of some items, while other
items (e.g., father's educational expectations for the student) were based on much smaller logical
sample sizes.

Three types of statistics were used to assess the correspondence between student and parent
responses: 1) the item's validity coefficient, or the correlation of student and parent responses to
similar items21; 2) the percentage of students whose response identically matched their parent's
response; and 3) the relative bias in the student responsesor the difference between the mean of
the parent response and the mean of the student response divided by the mean of the parent
response.

Validity coefficients. For the family background variables, validity coefficients were
calculated for each variable representing a factual item. For variables measured on an interval or
ordinal scale (e.g., number of siblings and father's education), Pearson's product moment
correlation coefficient (r) was employed. For variables measured on a nominal scale (e.g., race
ethnicity), the statistic called Cramer's V was employed.22 Like r, V can reach a maximum value
of 1; for dichotomous variables, V equals r.

Some of the comparisons in this report do not involve measuring the validity of student
responses as much as measuring the consistency between student and parent responses to less
factual items. On these items there is no "right" answer, so when a summary statistic like
Pearson's r c Cramer's V are used, we are actually examining the consistency of responses
rather than the validity of responses.

Percentage of matched responses. While validity coefficients represent a well-known
means for assessing data quality, looking at the correlation between parent and student responses
alone can be misleading. Another method of assessing data quality that can be used in
conjunction with the validity coefficient is the percentage of cases in which the students matched
their parent's response for an item. For example, tables 2.1 and 2.2 present two sets of simulated
data,

20 In all cases the student's responses are compared to one of the student's parentsthe one that ahswered the
questionnaire. It is not known how much one of the student's parents wo-ld agree with the other parent. Thus,
while student-parent responses in this study disagree, the student may well be in agreement with the other parent.
21 Validity in the most strict sense is the correlation of a response to an item with the "true" value for that item.
This analysis uses the parent response as the standard to judge the validity of the student response. Given that there
may be error in the parent response, the "true" value for the student response is unknown, and therefore the validity
of the student response is unknown. However, to be consistent with the previous report on the quality of the data
in High School and Beyond, we use the term "validity coefficient" here.
22 M. G. Kendall and A. Stuart, The Advanced Theory of Statistics, vol. 2, (New York: MacMillan, 1979).
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Table 2.1 Data exam le

Student
response

Eilmat_____
0 1 Total

0 30 20 50

1 20 30 50

Total 50 50 100

Table 2.2 Data exam le 2

Student Parentresponse
response 0 1 Total

0 2 10 12

1 8 80 88

Total 10 90 100

In the first table the correlation between student and parent responses is about 0.20, and the
percentage of cases matched is 60 percent. In the second table the percentage ofcases matched is
much higher (82 percent), but the correlation is only 0.08. (Notice that in example 2 the marginal
distributions are quite skewedthat is, there are many more 1 s than Os.) Under these
circumstances when dealing with binomial variables, the measure of association can suffer from
restriction in range. Clearly, using the validity coefficient alone to assess the relative quality of
these data would be misleading. In fact, in this example, the percentage of cases identically
matched seems to be a better indicator of data quality dr a the validity coefficient.

However, reporting and relying only on the percentage of cases identically matched also
has its limitations. One such limitation is that the quality of the mismatched cases is not
measured. For example, in tables 2.3 and 2.4 the percentage of cases identically matched for
both examples is 60 percent. However, the distribution in table 2.3 is more clustered around the
diagonal than the distribution in table 2.4. For ordinal or quantitative scales, the quality of the
data in table 2.3 is better than in table 2.4.23 In other words, the total amount of discrepancy
between student and parent responses is much lower in table 2.3. The size of this mismatch is
measured by the validity coefficient. In tables where the responses are more "clustered" around
the diagonal of the table the correlation will be larger than in tables where there is more spread.
For example, the correlation for table 2.3 is 0.58, whereas the correlation for table 2.4 is 0.31.

23 For categorical data the validity coefficient is not meaningful.
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Table 2.3 Data example 3

Student
response

Parent response

.
1 2 3 4 Total

1 15 5 4 1 25

2 4 15 4 2 25

3 2 4 15 4 25

4 2 4 4 15 25

Total 23 28 27 22 100

Table 2.4 Data exam le 4

Student PIMA 10=1
1 2 3 4 Totalresponse

1 15 1 4 5 25

2 2 15 3 5 25

3 5 2 15 3 25

4 6 4 0 15 25

Total 28 22 22 28 100

From the examples presented here, it is clear that none of these statistics can
unambiguously assess the quality of student responses because each provides a slightly different
piece of information about the data. Table 2.5 presents a matrix that uses the information derived
from both the validity coefficient and the percentage of cases matched. This matrix can be used to
create some simple decision rules about the data. For example, if the correlation is high and the
percentage of cases matched is high, then the analyst can be fairly confident in the quality of the
student responses (as judged by how they correspond to the parent responses). In contrast, if the
correlation is low and the percentage of cases matched is also low, then the analyst should be
wary of the student responses because they correspond poorly with the parent responses.
However, in cases where the information from the correlation does not correspond with the
information from the percentage of cases matched, either the data are biased or the marginal
distributions of the variables are skewed.
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Table 2.5 Example of correlation and matched cases

Percent
matched

High

Low

Correlation
High

High quality

Low

Skewed distribution

Bias Low quality

11111INNIMI

Skewness in parent and student data. If the correlation for a studentparent comparison is
low, but the percentage of cases matched is high, then the analyst should investigate the
dislibutional properties of the two variables. For example, in table 2.2 the percentage of cases
matched was quite large (82 percent), but the correlation was quite low (0.08). However, in this
example the distributions of the two variables were quite skewed. Clearly, in this case the analyst
should investigate the shape of these distributions before making any judgements about their
suitability for the purpose at hand. To facilitate this process, appendix B provides the bivariate
distributions for all of the studentparent comparisons shown in this report.

Bias in student-reported data. On the other hand, if the correlation is high and the
percentage of cases matched is low, then the student responses are almost certainly biased to
some degree. That is, student responses may correlate with parent responses, yet may
systematically underestimate or overestimate the value for a specific item. For example, there
may be a strong correlation between students' and parents' estimates of the parents' expectations
for the students' education, yet students may systematically report lower expectations than do
their parents.

In the Fetters et al. report on the quality of responses in HS&B, bias was simply defined as
the difference in response means of parents and students:

n n
.E Yi Eixi1=1

BIAS
n n '

where yi = the student response,

xi = the parent response, and

n = the number of studentparent pairs.

A positive bias was associated with over-reporting by the student, while a negative bias was
associated with under-reporting.
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A weakness of this statistic is that the size of the bias is dependent in part on the units of the
original items. For example, the bias in the students' estimate of father's education will be larger
if father's education is measured on a 10-point scale, rather than a 5-point scale. In order to avoid
this problem, this report uses a relative measute of bias. Relative bias is defined as:

RELBIAS
xl

or the amount of bias in the student response relative to the mean of the parent response. These
statistics are on the same scale and are therefore comparable across items with different original
scales. However, they are appropriate only for items measured on an ordinal or interval scale.

Subgroup comparisons. The literature on the quality of data derived from questionnaires
administered to students or children suggests that certain characteristics of respondents are related
to the quality of their responses. Therefore, validity coefficients, percentages of cases matched,
and relative bias statistics were generated for the whole sample of students, as well as for the
various student subgroups. This enabled us to assess whether data quality was constant across
all students or whether it varied systematically in relation to the student characteristics. Table 2.6
shows a listing of student characteristics that ait used to disaggregate the sample of students.

Table 2.6 Student characteristics for analyzing
the quality of eighth-grade student
responses to questionnaire items

Variable
name

NELS:118
data element

Sex
Race-ethnicity
Family income
Socioeconomic status
Reading level

Sex composite
Race composite
Income composite
SES composite
Reading test quartile

Inter-item consistency of student responses.

Inter-item consistency is a measure of the reliability of student responses from one item to
the next. For example, if the student claims to be in the high-ability category in math but then
claims to be enrolled in a remedial math class, we could conclude that the student is not a
particularly reliable reporter. (However, even if the student gave reliable answers to these items,
this would indicate nothing about the validity of those answers.) This situation could be
interpreted as a modification of the test-retest scenario and hence an alternative to the classic form

10
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of the reliability coefficient. The inter-item consistency of student responses was examined in
two ways: in relation to the reliability of the student's reporting of similar factual items; and in
reladon to the consistency of the student's perceptions of less factual or subjective items.

Reliability of scales.

Finally, the reliability of several scales previously created from student, teacher, and school
administrator data files was assessed. Many of these scales were created by the NELS:88 data
collection contractor and are included in the public use data files. Other scales such as the teacher
engagement, academic press, discipline climate, and student behavior scales, were created by
MPR Associates for special analyses of the NELS:88 data. The inter-item reliability of these
items was explored using the criteria of Cronbach's Alpha. In addition, the reliability and the
dimensionality of these scales for different groups of students was also exploied.

Comparisons with High School and Beyond.

Many of the items in the NELS:88 questionnaire are similar (and in some cases identical) to
the items used by Fetters et al. to evaluate the quality of student responses to the HS&B
questionnaires. Therefore, in some instances the validity of the NELS:88 data was compared
with the validity of the HS&B data. However, caution should be used in interpreting these
comparisons. There are several differences in the context, population coverage, and pattern of
nonresponse between the two datasets that preclude strict comparisons of NELS:88 and HS&B.
For example, the 8th-grade population surveyed by NELS:88 is somewhat more heterogeneous
than the 10th-grade population surveyed by HS&Bjust as the 10th-grade population is more
heterogeneous than the 12th-grade population. Dropoutsthose persons lost between the 8th,
10th, and 12th gradesare disproportionately the least reliable reporters. Hence, the HS&B data
should be more reliable because more of these less reliable students have dropped out by the 10th
grade. Furthermore, the response rate for the NELS:88 base-year survey was much higher (93
percent) than for the base-year HS&B sophomore or senior cohorts (81 and 84 percent
respectively). In addition, the last sections of the HS&B questionnaire had a nonresponse rate of
more than 20 percent, while the nonresponse rates in the last portion of NELS:88 was 7.5
percent.24 Since the least reliable respondents tend to be less likely to participate and less likely to
finish the questionnaire, the principal contributors of poor data quality are more likely to have
been filtered out of HS&B.

24 The later portions of HS&B dealt with the student's family life and plans for the future, while the latter parts of
NELS:88 dealt with the student's school life and out-of-school activities,
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CHAFFER 3
CONSISTENCY AND CORRESPONDENCE BETWEEN STUDENT

AND PARENT RESPONSES

This chapter examines the correspondence between parent and student responses to similaritems in NELS:88. Table 3.1 lists the items used in this analysis, along with their sources in thebase-year questionnaire. The items wem divided into two groups: 1) family background items;and 2) school experiences. (Bivariate distributions of the parent and student responses to all ofthese items are provided in appendix B.)

Table 3.1 Items used in analyzing the quality of eighth-grade students'responses

Student ParentItem questionnaire questionnairedescription number number

Family background items
Race-ethnicity1 31 10Mother's occupation 4B 34B/37BFather's occupation 7B 34B/37BParents' education 34 30/31Number of siblings 32 3ANumber of older siblings 33 4
Parents' expectations for education 48 76
Language usually spoken at home 22 23
People at home after school 40 72

School experiences
Discuss school experiences

with parents
Enrolled in program for gifted
Enrolled in bilingual program
School is safe
Parents contacted by school

36
68A
68B
59K
55

66
51

49B
741
57

The parent item inquires about the parent's race while the student item inquires about the student's race.

Validity of Family Background Items

Table 3.2 displays the correlation, the percentage of cases identically matched, and therelative bias for parentstudent responses to family background items. Also included in table 3.2are the number of studentparent pairs for each item and the percent of missing cases for eachstudentparent pair for each item. The percent missing includes those instances where the student
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or the parent responded "don't know" to an item.25 For most of the items the percentage of
missing data was not excessive-ranging from about 2 percent to about 15 percent. The high
percentage of missing data in the items on mother's and father's education and their educational
expectations for the student was primarily caused by a high percentage of "don't knows" in the
student responses.

The correlations range from a low of 0.41 for father's expectations for the student's
education to a high of 0.85 for the number of older siblings. However, as was discussed in the
previous chapter, the marginal distributions of a pair of variables can have a dramatic impact on
the size of the correlation between them. Therefore, the percentage of student responses that
identically matched parent responses and the relative bias for each variable are also presented in
table 3.2. The percentage of cases matched ranged from a high of 91.6 percent for race-ethnicity
to a low of 43.1 percent for mother's expectations for the student's education.

Table 3.2. - Validity coefficients and percentage of cases with matched values
on selected family background characteristics variables

Variable

Validity Percent of cases Relative
coefficient matched bias

Number of
valid pairs1

Percerk
missing

Number of
categories2

Race-ethnicityt 0.77tt 91.6 - 22651 1.6 5

Number of siblings 0.83 82.2 0.011 22651 2.4 7

Number of older siblings 0.85 86.4 0.049 21300 4.0 7

Father's education 0.82 61.0 0.066 22222 17.1 7

Mother's education 0.76 62.5 -0.082 19184 13.2 7

Father's occupation 0.53tt 51.8 - 18796 4.1 18

Mother's occupation 0.4211 47.8 - 22600 10.8 18

Mother home 0.70 64.9 0.085 22651 5.0 4

Father home 0.61 55.0 0.009 22651 9.1 4

Other adult home 0.48 60.5 -0.029 22651 14.9 4

Father's expectations for
student's education 0.41 47.5 0.062 4190 11.4 6

Mother's expectations for
student's education 0.43 43.1 0.078 18300 12.8 6

Language usually spoken at home 0.62tt 72.3 - 3635 5.3 13

-I The number of student-parent pairs minus the number of legitimate skips. A response of "don't know" was
considered a missing response and not a legitimate skip.
2 The number of categories for the variable.
t The parent item inquires about the parent's race while the student item inquires about the student's race.
tt Cramer's V statistic.
- Not applicable.

Judging by the validity coefficients combined with the percentage of responses matched,
students were fairly good informants of their race (r4.77, percentage matched=91.6), number
of siblings (r=0.83, percentage matched=82.2), and number of older siblings (r=0.85,
percentage matched=86.4).26 Students and their parents were less likely to agree on whether

25 While "don't know" is different from missing data (or item nonresponse), analytically they are usually treated

as the same. We have thus included "don't knows" as missing for this analysis.
26 Part of the mismatch between student and parent responses to the item on race-ethnicity may be due to a true
mismatch in the racial-ethnic self-identity of the student and parent. This may beespecially true in cases where the
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their parents were at home when they came home from school (father, r=0.61, nercentage
matched=55.0; mother, r=0.70, percentage matched=64.9).27 Students were not good
informants of their parents' occupations (father, r=0.53, percentage matched=51.8; mother,
r-4.42, percentage matched=47.8)28 and their parents' expectations for their education (father,
r4.41, percentage matched=47.5; mother, r4.43, percentage matched=43.1).29

While the validity coefficients for mother's and father's education were quite high
(father-4.82, mother4.76), the percentars of matched cases were only moderate (father=61.0,
mother=62.5). As discussed above, this indicates that there is some kind of bias in the student
responses. Indeed, table 3.2 shows that the students systematically overestimated the level of
their father's education by about 7 percent of the parent's response and undemstimated their
mother's educational level by about 8 percent of the parent's response. In contrast, the validity
coefficient for the primary language spoken in the home was moderate (r2:0.62), while the
percentage of cases matched was relatively high (percentage matched=72.3), i:Idicating some sort
of skewness in the marginal distributions of these variables.30 In this instance, both students and
parents were most likely to respond that English was the language usually spoken in the home
(see table B.13, page B-23). In fact, 53 percent of parents and 37 percent of students responded
that English was the primary language spoken in the home.31 Therefore, it is somewhat
misleading to use only the validity coefficient to assess the quality of this variable.

Comparison of the quality of NELS:88 data to student responses in High School and Beyond.

Many of the items in the NELS:88 questionnaire are similar (and in some cases identical) to
the items used by Fetters et al. to evaluate the quality of student responses to the HS&B
questionnaires. Figure 3.1 shows the validity coefficients for those family background variables
that are directly comparable in HS&B and NELS:88. Generally, the quality of NELS:88
responses compares very favorably with those from HS&B sophomores and seniors. In all
instances, however, the validity of student responses to these itemswas somewhat lower than in
HS&B. In almost all cases there is a gradual increase in validity from younger to older students'
responses. For example, the correlations between the student and the parent msponses to father's
education level was 0.82 for eighth graders, 0.87 for tenth graders, and 0.89 for twelfth
graders.

student's parents am r- uf the same race-ethnicity and/or the parent responding to the questionnaire is a step-

r7 entIt is unclear whew-. dent or the parent is the best informant on this item. Parents may like to think that
they are at home who jleiz )1ildren return, and social desirability says very strongly that mothers (the primary
respondegns to the parent ionnaire) should be at home when the child returns. That is, parents may overstate
their presence at home becato 'he prevailing social norm dictates their presence.
28 There are several explanations for the low validity of the student reports of their parents' occupation. For
example, the mismatch in these items may be due as much to arm in the parents' response as to error in the
students' response. Adults also have difficulty responding to these kinds of items. Experience has shown that
response errors are seen in occupational items, reganlless of the age of the respondents. Furthermore, occupational
items are difficult for survey workers to code. Coding errors by survey workers could result in some amount of
mismatch between students and parents.
29 For descriptive purposes, we have designated the range of r=0.75 to 1.00 to indicate high validity, 0.55 to 0.74
to describe moderate, and 0.0 to 0.54 to signify low validity. However, the defmition of high, moderate, and low
validity used in this report is somewhat arbitrary. In some sense, either a measurement is valid or it is not and
researchers should use some sort of dichotomy to make this judgement.
39 Weighted the validity coefficient was x, while the percent of cases matched was y.
31 These digributions are based on gnly those cases where both the parent and student had valid responses to the
item (e.g., cases with invalid or missing responses were eliminated from the analysis).
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Figure 3.1 Comparison of correlation between parent and student responses
for selected items from NELS:88 and High School and Beyond
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HS&B students were better informants concerning their mother's expectations for their
education than were NELS:88 students. NELS:88 eighth grader's validity coefficient was 0.43
compared with HS&B 's coefficients of 0.57 for the sophomores and 0.59 for the seniors. There
are several possible explanations for this phenomenon.. Perhaps parents have not discussed
higher educadon with their children and the eighth graders themselves may have not yet given
higher education much thought. (For example, almost 13 percent of parents in the NELS:88
sample said they either never talked or rarely talked to their child about the child's educational
plans after high school.) Furthermore, many parents may not have clearly formed expectations
for their child at this point. As their child enters high school, parents may, for the fffst time,
begin thinking about the next level of education for their children. Perhaps at this point parents
first communicate these expectations to their children.

Validity offamily background data by student characteristics.

Tables 3.3, 3.4, and 3.5 show the validity coefficients, the percentage of cases matched,
and the relative bias for students' responses to family background variables separately for males
and females and for students from different racial-ethnic backgrounds. There were no practical
differences between males and females in the validity coefficients and the percentage of cases
matched for these family background items. Females' average validity coefficient was 0.65
compared with 0.62 for males, while the percentage of cases matched was 62.4 percent for males
and 64.7 percent for females. The relative bias in the student responses was also essentially the
same for males and females. In contrast, differences between the validity of male and female
responses in HS&B were generally greater than in NELS:88 with females furnishing consistently
more valid responses than males (data not shown).
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Table 3.3 Correlation between student and parent responses to family
back round characteristics b sex and race-ethnicity

Comparison Total

,

Sex Race-ethnicity
Male Female Asian Hispanic Black White

Race-ethnicity 0.77 0.76 0.78 - - - -
Number of siblings 0.83 0.82 0.85 0.84 0.82 0.73 0.86

Number of older siblings 0.85 0.84 0.86 0.89 0.85 0.79 0.87

Father's education 0.82 0.82 0.83 0.81 0.75 0.67 0.84

Mother's education 0.76 0.75 0.78 0.77 0.65 0.62 0.79

Father's occupation 0.53 0.51 0.54 0.52 0.49 0.46 0.54

Mother's occupation 0.42 0.41 0.43 - - 0.39 0.43

Mother home 0.70 0.67 0.73 0.66 0.65 0.55 0.74

Father home 0.61 0.57 0.64 0.60 0.54 0.58 0.63

Other adult home 0.48 0.45 0.50 0.58 0.42 0.44 0.46

Father's expectations for
student's education 0.41 0.42 0.38 0.35 0.29 0.31 0.44

Mother's expectations for
student's education 0.43 0.42 0.43 0.44 0.35 0.26 0.48

Language usually spoken at home 0.62 0.66 0.68 0.65 0.70 0.56

Mean of all items 0.63 0.62 0.65 0.65 0.59 0.53 0.64

NOTE: - signifies a comparison in which a coefficient could not be calculated. Usually this was due to a cell

within a table having an expected value of zero.

Table 3.4 - Percent of cases matched between student and parent responses to
famil back round characteristics, b sex and race-ethnicit

Sex Race-ethnicity

Comparison Total Male Female Asian Hispanic Black White

Race-ethnicity 91.6 91.1 92.0 78.1 82.7 95.1 94.2

Number of siblings 82.2 80.8 83.5 85.2 78.4 66.3 85.7

Number of older siblings 86.4 85.7 87.0 88.4 83.0 74.9 88.9

Father's education 61.0 59.6 62.5 56.4 60.4 53.1 62.6

Mother's education 62.5 60.1 64.9 56.6 61.3 53.6 64.9

Father's occupation 51.8 51.3 52.2 50.3 46.4 44.3 53.7

Mother's occupation 47.8 47.0 48.6 46.6 41.8 47.0 49.1

Mother home 64.9 63.2 66.5 62.9 65.8 55.0 66.7

Father home 55.0 52.5 57.3 53.4 52.1 56.9 55.3

Other adult home 60.5 59.0 62.0 61.4 53.8 52.3 63.2

Father's expectations for
student's education 47.5 47.7 47.4 55.3 42.8 45.9 47.3

Mother's expectations for
student's education 43.1 42.1 44.0 55.3 35.8 34.9 45.2

Language usually spoken at home 72.3 71.2 73.1 70.5 73.5 55.2 74.9

Mean of all items 63.6 62.4 64.7 63.1 59.8 56.5 65.5



Table 3.5 Relative bias between student and parent responses to family
background characteristics, b sex and race-ethnicit

Comparison Total
Sex Race-ethnicity

Male Female Asian Hispanic Black White

Race-ethnicity
Number of siblings 0.011 0.018 0.004 0.052 0.012 0.036 0.001

Number of older siblings 0.049 0.049 0.048 0.049 0.061 0.109 0.032

Father's education 0.066 0.075 0.057 0.145 0.034 -0.008 0.073

Mother's education -0.082 -0.071 -0.092 -0.104 -0.072 0.047 -0.093

Father's occupation
Mother's occupation
Mother home 0.085 0.089 0.081 0.069 0.080 0.075 0.089

Father home 0.009 0.000 0.017 0.028 0.003 -0.030 0.015

Other adult home -0.029 -0.033 -0.025 -0.001 -0.025 -0.058 -0.028

Father's expectations for
student's education 0.062 0.057 0.068 0.025 0.062 0.052 0.072

Mother's expectations for
student's education 0.078 0.077 0.079 0.041 0.102 0.109 0.071

Language usually spoken at home

Mean of all items (absolute value) 0.052 0.052 0.052 0.057 0.050 0.058 0.053

NOTE: - signifies a variable not measured on an ordinal or interval scale and thus a bias could not be calculated7

The validity coefficients and the percentage of cases matched for most items in NELS:88
was also generally lower for blacks and Hispanics than for whites or Asians. The mean validity
coefficient for whites was 0.64, for Asians 0.65, for blacks 0.53, and for Hispanics 0.59.
Except for the item on race-ethnicity, Asian and white students were more likely to match their
parent's response than were blacks and Hispanics.32 The mean percentage of cases matched for
all items was 63.1 percent for Asians, 59.8 percent for Hispanics, 56.5 percent for blacks, and
65.5 percent for whites. Black and Hispanic students in HS&B also had consistently lower
validity coefficients than did other students. In addition, black students in HS&B generally
provided less valid answers than did Hispanic students.33

The relative bias in student responses varied somewhat by racial-ethnic characteristics (table
3.5). Black students tended to underestimate their father's educational attainment and to
overestimate their mother's, whereas Asian, Hispanic, and white students tended to do the
opposite.34 On average, Asians and white students overestimated their father's educational

32 The match between the students' and parents' responses to the race-ethnicity item was particularly poor for
students who identified themselves as Asian. Nearly 19 percent of students who identified themselves as Asians
had a parent who identified themselves as "white." (See table 8.1.) However, because the item asks about the
respondent's race-ethnicity, it is difficult to know the source of the mismatch. For example, it is possible that the
racial-ethnic identity of the child is different than the racial-ethnic identity of the responding parent.
33 The principal, headmaster, or headmistress of the schools sampled for NELS:88 was given the opportunity to
exclude students from participating in the survey if the principal, headmaster, or headmistress judged that the
student's proficiency in English was insufficient to complete the questionnaire. Therefore, the Hispanic sample in

this survey is somewhat unrepresentative of the univ e of all Hispanic eighth graders.
34 This is consistent with what NORC found in the field test for NELS:88, but at odds with St. John's analysis
of Coleman's 1966 data for sixth graders. In that analysis white children upgraded their mother's education and
black children upgraded their father's. See N. St. John, Sociology ofEducation 43 (3) (Summer 1970).
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attainment to a greater degree than did black and Hispanic students. Compared with white or
Asian students, black and Hispanic students also overestimated to a greater degree their mother's
educational expectations.35

As one might expect, students of lower socioeconomic status and those with lower reading
abilities tended to give less valid tesponses to these family background items than did students
from higher socioeconomic backgrounds and those with better reading skills (tables 3.6, 3.7,
and 3.8). For example, the average validity coefficient for students in the lowest socioeconomic
quartile was 0.53. In contrast, the average validity coefficient for students in the highest quartile
was 0.60. However, in some instances these validity coefficients are somewhat misleading. For
example, the validity coefficient for mother's education was 0.46 for the lowest socioeconomic
quartile, while the same validity coefficient was 0.69 for the highest socioeconomic quartile.
Nevertheless, the percentage of students who matched their pare xt's response to this item was
69.8 percent for low-SES students, but only 60.9 percent for high-SES students. The relative
bias for low-SES students on this item was also lower (and in a different direction) than the
relative bias for students from high-SES backgrounds (0.065 and -0.123, respectively). Lower
SES students overestimated while higher SES students underestimated their mother's education.
Furthermore, although the validity coefficient for mother's and father's educational expectations
weir similar for students with different SES levels and trading ability quartiles, the percentage of
cases matched and the relative bias were quite different for students with these various
characteristics. For example, the validity coefficient for mother's educational expectations was
0.31 for students in the lowest SES quartile and 0.33 in the highest SES quartile. However, only
28 percent of low-SES students matched their parent's response to this item, while 58 percent of
high-SES students did so. Furthermore, the relative bias for low-SES students was 17 percent
(0.170), while the relative bias for high-SES students was about 1 percent (0.014).36

35 It is difficult to know for certain whether the parent and the student are referring to the same "father" or
"mother." For example, in some cases the parent may have defined the father as the step-father or male guardian,
whereas the student may have defined "father" as his or her biological father.
36 Race-ethnicity, socioeconomic status, and reading ability are highly correlated with one another. Therefore, it
is of no surprise that minority students, low-SES students, and students with lower reading abilities have common
response patterns.
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TablI4 3.6 - Correlation between student and parent responses to family
background characteristics, by socioeconomic status and reading
abilit7

SES quartile IkagauLauarsilre____
Comparison Total <25% 25-50% 50-75% >75% <25% 25-50% 50-75% >75%

Race-ethnicity 0.77 0.78 0.77 0.75 0.73 0.75 0.77 0.78 0.76Number of siblings 0.83 0.78 0.81 0.83 0.88 0.77 0.82 0.86 0.89
Number of older siblings 0.85 0.86 0.89 0.85 0.90 0.87 0.77 0.82 0.85
Father's education 0.82 0.48 0.47 0.51 0.74 0.67 0.75 0.82 0.86
Mother's educadon 0.76 0.46 0.47 0.52 0.69 0.44 0.49 0.54 0.57
Father's occupation 0.53 0.47 0.47 0.51 0.51 0.48 0.52 0.53 0.53
Mother's occupation 0.42 0.35 0.35 0.40 0.36 0.36 0.42 0.45 0.43
Mother home 0.70 0.60 0.70 0.72 0.73 0.60 0.69 0.72 0.77Father home 0.61 0.59 0.61 0.64 0.58 0.54 0.61 0.63 0.65
Other adult home 0.48 0.38 0.46 0.50 0.52 0.38 0.47 0.52 0.54
Father's expectations for

student's education 0.41 0.33 0.32 0.29 0.36 0.26 0.40 0.34 0.34
Mother's expectations for

student's education 0.43 0.31 0.36 0.39 0.33 0.31 0.36 0.39 0.39
Language usually spoken at home 0.61

Mean of all items 0.63 0.53 0.56 0.57 0.60 0.52 0.57 0.59 0.61

NOTE: - signifies a comparison in which a coefficient could not be calculated. Usually this was due to a cell
within a table having an expected value ofzero.
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Table 3.7 - Percent of cases matched between student and parent responses to
family background characteristics, by socioeconomic status and
reading ability

Reading quartile
Comparison Total <25% 25-50% 50-75% >75% <25% 25-50% 50-75% >75%

kaze-ethnicity 91.6 90.3 91.0 91.1 93.4 88.8 90.1 92.7 94.0
Nun:ber of siblings 82.2 73.2 80.5 83.6 89.5 72.4 79.9 85.3 89.6
Number of older siblings 86.4 78.2 85.5 88.1 92.3 79.0 84.6 88.9 92.2
Father's education 61.0 70.1 59.4 53.5 62.7 56.2 57.9 60.1 66.5
Mother's education 62.5 69.8 62.3 58.1 60.9 58.0 59.3 63.6 66.7
Father's occupation 51.8 45.5 49.3 49.8 58.7 45.7 48.7 51.4 58.7
Mother's occupation 47.8 43.3 47.9 50.0 48.9 42.1 47.2 50.2 50.7
Mother home 64.9 66.6 64.1 62.4 66.1 61.4 63.9 65.2 68.1
Father home 55.0 56.3 55.3 55.1 53.6 51.5 54.1 55.6 57.7
Other adult home 60.5 50.7 59.2 62.7 67.2 53.0 58.2 61.6 67.2
Father's expectations for

student's education 47.5 32.5 37.6 47.1 59.5 35.4 41.9 48.8 58.7
Mother's expectations for

student's education 43.1 28.4 37.3 45.2 57.9 30.5 37.9 45.1 55.1
Language usually spoken at home 72.3 76.5 68.9 66.8 71.8 70.3 69.6 74.9 73.7

Mean of all items 63.6 60.1 61.4 62.6 67.9 57.3 61.0 64.9 69.1

Table 3.8 - Relative bias between student and parent responses to family
background characteristics, by socioeconomic status and reading
ability

Comparison Total
SES quartile Reading quartile

>75%<25% 25-50% 50-75% >75% <25% 25-50% 50-75%

Race-ethnicity
Number of siblings 0.011 0.033 0.008 -0.004 0.001 0.046 0.008 0.002 -0.017
Number of older siblings 0.049 0.101 0.041 0.029 0.010 0.113 0.043 0.029 0.000
Father's education 0.066 0.053 -0.045 0.009 0.150 0.009 0.034 0.062 0.117
Mother's education -0.082 0.065 -0.063 -0.067 -0.123 -0.039 -0.074 -0.085 -0.103
Father's occupation
Mother's ozcupation
Mother home 0.085 0.085 0.074 0.073 0.106 0.085 0.086 0.083 0.087
Father home 0.009 -0.015 0.030 0.021 0.001 0.002 0.012 0.017 0.007
Other adult home -0.029 -0.062 -0.031 -0.013 -0.018 -0.053 -0.028 -0.024 -0.014
Father's expectations for

student's education 0.062 0.105 0.094 0.086 0.020 0.120 0.091 0.058 0.020
Mother's expectations for

student's education 0.078 0.170 0.105 0.068 0.014 0.145 0.104 0.072 0.022
Language usually spoken at home

Mean of all items (absolute value) 0.052 0.077 0.055 0.041 0.049 0.068 0.053 0.048 0.043

NOTE: - signifies a variable not measured on an ordinal or interval scale and thus a bias could not be calculated.
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Validity of School-Related Variables

Six items were used to assess the validity of student responses to school-related questions
(table 3.9). Included in table 3.9 are! 1) the validity coefficient; 2) the percentage of cases
matched; 3) the relative bias; 4) the number of studentparent pairs for each item and; 5) the
percent of missing cases for each studentparent pair for each item. For all of the items the
percentage of missing data was not excessiveranging from about 3 percent to about 10 percent.

Given the set of variables available for this analysis in the NELS:88 database, the
assumption that parents are the most accurate morters of school-related information may not be
valid. It is unclear whether the parent or the student is best informed about the student's school
life. Hence, it is difficult to discuss these variables in terms of the validity of student responses.
Furthermore, it is unclear to what extent parents are responding in a socially desirable manner to
items such as the3;.filount of time they spend discussing school with their childien.

Furthermore, several of these comparisons are more appropriately thought of as measures
of the consistency of parent and student responses, rather than validity measuresthat is, they
are responses to subjective, rather than factual questions. "Schoo1 is safe" and "Discuss school
with parents" are questionnaire items that are related to opinion as opposed to fact.37 The time
periods examined in each are also slightly different. It is interesting, nevertheless, to observe the
correspondence between students and parents on all of these items.

Generally, the validity coefficients for these school-related items aie lower than the validity
coefficients of the family-background items shown in the previous section. While the validity
coefficients for the items, "Have the parents been warned about behavior?" and "Is student
enrolled in a gifted class?" are low (r=0.44 and r=0.51, respectively), the coefficients for the
other variables in this list are very low. However, because the overwhelming majority of parents
and students responded "no" to these items (i.e., the marginal distributions are skewed), the
validity coefficients for these variables are somewhat misleading. The percentage of cases
matched was generally quite highranging from 47 percent to 93 percent.

" Some of the variables with the lowest consistency coefficients were those variables that were recoded for this
analysis andior were slightly different in form for students and parents. That is, because one variable was coded or
worded differently from the other variable, we recoded one or the other so that responses to the items could be
directly compared. For example, for the item on the parent questionnaire corresponding to "Parent warned about
student grades" read "Since your eighth grader's school opened last fall, How many times have you been contacted
by the school about . .. your eighth grader's behavior in school?" Response codes were 1) none, 2) once or twice,
3) three or four times, and 4) more than four times. The same item on the student questionnaire read "During the
first semester of the current school year, has any of the following things happened to you? . . . My parents
received a warning about my behavior." Response codes were 1) never, 2) once or twice, and 3) more than twice. A
simple recode collapsed parent response categories 3 and 4 making the coding comparable to the student item.
However, the difference in the time element for the two items remains. The student item asks about the first
semester, while the parent item asks about the whole year.
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Table 3.9 Validity coefficients and percentage of cases with matched valueson selected school variables

Validity Percent of cases Relative
Variable coefficient matched bias

Nwnber of
valid paiis1

Percent
missing

Number of
categories2

Student enrolled in a
bilingual program 0.08 92.9 -0.008 22651 9.6 2Discuss school with patient 0.16 51.1 -0.138 22651 3.3 3Parents warned about grades 0.19 47.8 -0.465 22651 4.9 3Parents warned about behavior 0.44 71.9 -0.580 22651 5.1 3School is safe 0.20 47.1 0.289 22651 6.0 4Student enrolled in a gifted class 0.51 85.9 -0.034 22651 7.6 2

The number of studentpaient pairs minus the number of legitimate skips. A response of "don't know" wasconsidered a missing response and not a legitimate skip.
2 The number of categories for the variable.

The question on bilingual education produced a very low validity coefficient. However,
while the correlation between student and parent responses to this item was especially low, the
percentage of cases matched was quite high. Tal)le 3.10 shows the amount of agreement on this
item between students and their parents.38 Overall 93 percent of the students and parents (or19,018 out of 20,477 valid studentparent pairs) responded identically to this item. Almost all ofthe students and parents agreed that the student was not enrolled in a bilingual class. For
example, 97 percent of students who said they did not attend a bilingual class had a parent who
also said that their child did not attend a bilingual class. However, among the parents who saidthat their children attended a bilingual class, 86 percent of their children said that they did notattend such a class. Furthermore, among the students who claimed to attend a bilingual class, 91
percent of their parents said that their childdid not attend this type of class.

Clearly, there was little agreement between parents and students when either the child or theparent indicated that the child attended a bilingual class. However, it is less clear why this
amount of disagreement should have occurred. One explanation may be in the way the items
were written for the parents and the students. The patent item asked if the student was currentlyenrolled in a bilingual or bicultural program, while the student item asked if the student wasenrolled in a program of special instruction for those whose language is not Englishfor
example, bilingual education or English as a second language. These differences in wording mayhave affected the match between student and patent responses. Furthermore, the patents or thestudent may not know what a bilingual or bicultural class iseven when the student is enrolledin one. Nevertheless, given the results from this analysis analysts should use this item withextreme caution.

38 These tables were computed only on that subset of parents that said they knew whether or not their childattended a bilingual class.
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Table 3.10 Student agreement with parents on
they attended a bilingualwhether

classSMi!
Parents

Students Yes No Total

Yes 89 894 983

No 565 18929 19494

Total 654 19823 20477

Student and parent responses to school-related items did not seem to correspond as well a,
they did for the family background items. However, the assessment is not straightforward. The
mean validity coefficient for school-related items is a low 0.26. However, the percentage of
cases matched is somewhat higher for these school-related variables than for the family
background variables (66 percent compared with 63 percent). To further complicate matters, the
relative bias was greater for the school-related variables than for the family background variables.
On the specific school-related items examined here, students were more likely to underestimate
whether their parents were warned by the school about the student's grades or school behavior.
Students were more likely than their parents to think of their school as a safe place. Of particular
interest was the mean difference between the parent and student responses to the item "Discuss
school with parents." On average, parents respond that they often talk to their child about school
affairs. Students, on the other hand, respond that they seldom talk to their parents about school-
related matters.39

39 One of the possible explanations for the discrepancy between parent and student responses to these items
involves differences in the social desirability of the parent and student responses. While parents may see talking to
their children as a socially desirable thing to do, students, striving for independence, may see this as less desirable.
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Validity of school-related data by student characteristics.

There were differences between males and females in the validity of the school-related
variables (tables 3.11, 3.12, and 3.13). Based on the validity coefficients, females tended more
often to agree with their parents than did males on three items: ". . . enrolled in a gifted class,"

. school is safe," and "discuss school with parent." However, pdging by the percentage of
cases matched, females were better informants on all of the followin* parent-student interaction
variables: "Discuss school with parent" (54.3 percent compared with 46.4 percent); "Parents
warned about grades" (50.5 percent compared with 45.2 percent); and "Parents warned about
behavior" (78.6 percent compared with 65.1 percent). In addition, the discrepancy between the
parents' and the students' rating of the safety of the school was greater for parents of females
than it was for parents of males (relative bias=0.037 for females and relative bias=0.005 for
males).

The correspondence between parent and student responses to these school-related variables
also varirnd according to students' racial-ethnic backgrounds. Of particular importance is the item
on bilingual education, where interestingly the correspondence between parents and students on
this item (judged by the validity coefficient) was even low among those for whom bilingual
education is most relevant-Hispanic and Asian students-although it was higher than for whites
and blacks. The percentage of cases matched for Asians and Hispanics was also somewhat lower
than for whites and blacks.

Table 3.11 - Correlation between student and parent responses to school-
related variables, buex and race-ethnicity

Comparison Total
Race-ethnicity

Male Female Asian Hispanic Black White

Student enrolled in a
bilingual program 0.08 0.07 0.08 0.09 0.15 0.02 0.03

Discuss school with parent 0.16 0.14 0.19 0.22 0.13 0.11 0.15
Parents warned about grades 0.19 0.20 0.15 0.14 0.15 0.17 0.20
Parents warned about behavior 0.44 0.43 0.41 0.43 0.41 0.40 0.44
School is a safe place 0.20 0.17 0.22 0.18 0.13 0.15 0.21
Student enrolled in a gifted class 0.51 0.44 0.58 0.58 0.40 0.36 0.54

Mean of all items 0.26 0.24 0.27 0.27 0.23 0.20 0.26
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Table 3.12 - Percent of cases matched between student and parent responses to
school-related variables b sex and race-ethnicit

Comparison Total
Sex Race-ethnicity

Male Female Asian Hispanic Black White

Student enrolled in a
bilingual program 92.9 91.5 94.2 87.9 88.1 90.0 94.7

Discuss school with parent 50.4 46.4 54.3 511 46.1 44.1 52.3

Patents warned about gradea 47.8 45.2 50.5 51.3 47.4 50.6 47.3

Parents warned about behavior 71.9 65.1 78.6 79.4 67.8 61.5 73.8

School is a safe place 47.1 46.1 48.0 48.5 44.2 42.1 48.4

Student enrolled in a gifted class 85.9 83.3 88.3 81.7 84.4 803 87.4

Mean of all items 66.0 62.9 69.0 66.7 63.0 61.4 67.3

Table 3.13 - Relative bias between student and parent responses to school-
related variables, la sex and race-ethnicity

Comparison Total
Sex Race-ethnicity

WhiteMale Female Asian Hispanic Black

Student enrolled in a
bilingual program -0.008 -0.014 -0.002 -0.002 0.003 -0.032 -0.006

Discuss school with parent -0338 -0.160 -0.117 -0.105 -0.142 -0.155 -0.137

Parents warned about grades -0.465 -0.443 -0.494 -0.585 -0.317 -0.367 -0.495

Parents warned about behavior -0.580 -0.502 -0.706 -0.679 -0.641 -0.623 -0.553

School is a safe place 0.021 0.005 0.037 0.007 0.005 0.012 0.027

Student enrolled in a gifted class -0.034 -0.047 -0.022 -0.047 -0.028 -0.046 -0.033

Mean of all items (absolute value) 0.208 0.195 0.230 0.238 0.189 0.206 0.209

The correspondence between parent and student responses also varied according to the
student's SES background and reading ability (tables 3.14, 3.15, and 3.16). In general, the
effect of these variables on the validity of the school-related variables was similar to their effect
on the validity of the family background variables. For example, while the mean validity
coefficient for all school-related variables was 13.6 percent higher for high-SES students than for
low-SES students, the mean validity coefficient for all family background variables was 13.2
percent higher for high-SES students. Furthermore, the validity coefficients and the percentage
of cases matched between parent and student responses regarding the frequency of parent-student
and parent-school interactions was greater for students with higher SES levels and reading
abilities.

38

27



Table 3.14 - Correlation between student and parent responses to school
characteristics, by socioeconomic status and reading ability

Comparison Total <25%

Student enrolled in a
bilingual program 0.08 0.12

Discuss school with parent 0.16 0.11
Parents warned about grades 0.19 0.20
Parents warned about behavior 0.44 0.45
School is not a safe place 0.20 0.12
Student enrolled in a gifted class 0.51 0.34

Mean of all items 0.26 0.22

SES quartile Readite quartile
25-50% 50-75% >75% <25% 25-50% 50-75% >75%

0.07 0.02 0.04 0.10 0.04 0.07 0.07
0.13 0.12 0.13 0.14 0.15 0.12 0.12
0.23 0.22 0.19 0.21 0.23 0.22 0.16
0.45 0.45 0.39 0.40 0.44 0.45 0.39
0.18 0.17 0.21 0.08 0.16 0.19 0.24
0.47 0.53 0.55 0.16 0.36 0.50 0.60

0.25 0.25 0.25 0.18 0.23 0.26 0.26

Table 3.15

41111=,

Percent of CSISPS matched between student and parent responses toschool characteristics, b socioeconomic status and readin ability

Comparison Total <25% 25-50% 50-75% >75% <25% 25-50% 50-75% >75%

Student enrolled in a
bilingual program 92.9 89.3 93.4 94.0 94.2 86.1 93.4 95.4 95.5Discuss school with parent 50.4 43.2 46.8 50.5 59.0 39.0 45.7 53.1 62.2Parents warned about grades 47.8 51.2 49.9 48.8 42.8 45.1 49.8 50.5 46.2Parents warned about behavior 71.9 68.1 71.3 72.0 75.2 60.5 70.5 75.5 79.6School is not a safe place 47.1 44.0 45.2 46.2 51.6 42.8 46.4 46.9 51.0Student enrolled in a gifted class 85.9 86.4 87.9 87.2 82.8 84.5 89.4 87.6 82.4

Mean of all items 66.0 63.7 65.8 66.5 67.6 59.7 65.9 63.2 69.5

Table 3.16 - Relative bias between student and parent responses to schoolcharacteristics, b socioeconomic status and readin abilit

Comparison
SES quartile

Total <25% 25-50% 50-75% >75% <25% 25-50% 50-75% >75%

Student enrolled in a
bilingual program -0.008 -0.016 -0.012 -0.004 -0.003 -0.043 -0.010 0.002 0.010Discuss school with parent -0.138 -0.162 -0.151 -0.139 -0.111 -0.193 -0.158 -0.124 -0.090Parents warned about grades -0.588 -0.624 -0.573 -0.549 -0.599 -0.537 -0.601 -0.618 -0.630Parents warned about behavior -0.465 -0.183 -0.391 -0.462 -0.652 -0.212 -0.355 -0.503 -0.707School is not a safe place 0.082 0.095 0.110 0.098 0.023 0.043 0.092 0.095 0.098Student enrolled in a gifted class -0.034 -0.032 -0.031 -0.030 -0.043 -0.051 -0.028 -0.024 -0.036

Mean of all items (absolute value) 0.219 0.185 0.211 0.214 0.239 0.180 13.207 0.228 0.262
NM,
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CHAFFER 4
CONSISTENCY AND CORRESPONDENCE

AMONG STUDENT RESPONSES

There are several items in the NELS:88 student questionnaire that can be used to test the
consistency of student responses to questions about their school life, thus providing some
measure of the validity of their responses to these items. Although these variables cannot be
assessed in terms of classical validity or reliability, the pattern of responses to these items can
shed some light on the reliability of average student responses. Although there is no way to
know which patterns are "correct," judgments can be made about the most probable patterns of
responses. As an illustration of this kind of analysis, three items in the questionnaire that
examine the nature of the mathematics classes attended by NELS:88 students are presented
below. Specifically the items ask students if they attend at least once a week: 1) zn Algebra or
other advanced mathematics class; 2) a regular math class; or 3) a remedial math class. One
would expect that these classes would generally be mutually exclusive.40 That is, if students
attended a remedial mathematics class, they would not attend an Algebra or advanced
mathematics class. Table 4.1 shows that this is indeed the most common pattern. About 29
percent of NELS:88 students responded that they attended Algebra or advanced mathematics .
only, about 53 percent responded that they attended regular mathematics only, and about three
percent responded that they attended remedial mathematics only (these figures are underlined in
the table). Therefore, more than 85 percent of students responded in a pattern that seems
reasonable. However, the other patterns of attendance may also be valid, students may indeed
take regular mathematics and Algebra concurrently (perhaps in the same class). The only
unreasonable patterns appear to occur among those students who report attending a remedial
class and an Algebra class, those who report attending a remedial, a regular, and an Algebra
class, and those who report attending none of these math classes.c However, the proportion of
students who report the combination of remedial and Algebra classes was quite smallless than
2 percent.

Table 4.1 also shows mathematics teachers' ratings of the ability levels of the classes
attended by the student. These ability ratings correspond well with the class type reported by the
student. Among students who reported attending only Algebra, 69 percent of their mathematics
teachers reported that the math class these students attend was for high-ability students. Among
students who reported attending a regular mathematics class only, 49 percent of their
mathematics teachers reported that their class was of average ability. Finally, among students
reporting attending remedial mathematics only, about 67 percent of their mathematics teachers
reported that their class was of low mathematics ability.

40 There is some evidence, however, that students in Catholic schools may be in classes classified as "remedial,"
yet they may still be taking Algebra.
41 Just because a student reported that they attended none of these classes does not mean that the student is
claiming to attend no mathematics class. They only claim to not attend these kinds of classes.
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Table 4.1 - Percent of students responding that they attend remedial
mathematics, regular mathematics, and Algebra classes

Mathematics pattern Totall High

Teacher rating of class ability

Algebra2, regular, remedial 1.2 14.0

Algebra, regular 3.7 20.6

Algebra, remedial 0.5 8.0

Algebra al 6E1

regular, remedial 2.2 6.1

regular 51,1 9.3

remedial Za 2.7

7.1 13.4None of these

Medium Low Mixed

52.71 13.2 20.2

44.4 11.9 23.1

32.0 34.0 26.0

20.5 4.8 5.6

41.9 35.8 16.7

42,0 22.7 10.1

20.1 612,2 10.3

38.9 28.8 18 9

1 Total for those students with matching mathematics teacher.
2 Algebra includes other advanced mathematics classes.

Similarly, there are a series of questions in NELS:88 exploring the students' participation
in extracurricular activities. To examine the internal consistency of these variables, table 4.2
shows the number of extracurricular activities reported by the students. Clearly most students are
reporting participating in a reasonable number of activities. However, a few students (about 3
percent) report participation in 10 or more activities-more than one would reasonably expect
students to have sufficient time to undertake. Of course, a small group of students may indeed
participate in this many extracurricular activities, and depending on the specific clubs or
organizations, these activities may overlap a great deal. However, 58 students reported
participating in all 21 of these activities.
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Table 4.2 Percent of students ,oarticipating in extracurricular activities

Number of activities
(Out of 21 activities listed)

Pmportion of students Qimulative percent

None 17.8 17.8
1 15.0 32.8
2 17.8 50.6
3 15.9 66.5
4 11.7 78.2
5 7.8 86.0
6 5.0 91.1
7 3.2 94.2
8 1.6 95.8
9 1.1 96.9

10-21 3.1 100.0

To take this exploration one step further, figure 4.1 compares the percentage of
administrators who reported their schools offered academic honors societies, computer club,
drama club, science club, and math club with the student's report of whether they participated in
these activities.42 Clearly there is some discrepancy between the activities that administrators
claim are offered at the school and those in which the students claim to be participating. For
example, among students who said they had participated as an officer in an academic honors
society, 25 percent of their principals (or school administrators) said that such honor societies
were not offered at their school.

42 Whik the student item on extracurricular activities does not explicitly ask about school-sponsored activities, it
is difficult to imagine that the activities listed in figure 4.1 are often offered outside of school.
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Figure 4.1 Correspondence between student self-reported participation in
selected activities and administrators' reports on activities offered
at school
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It also seems clear from the wording of the two items that there should not have been any
confusion over whether the item refernd to just school activities or to activities outside of school.
The student question was:

Have you or will you have participated in any of the following school activities during the
current school year, either as a member, or as an officer (for example, vice-president,
coordinator, team captain)? (Emphasis added)

While the administrator question was:

Are the following activities available to eighth-grade students in your school? (Emphasis
added)

Clearly both the administrator and student items ask specifically about these activities at the
school.

There are several plausible explanations for the apparent mismatch between student and
administrator responses to these items. One reason might be that a few administrators misread the
item and/or were not informed about the availability of these activities at their school. Because
there is only one administrator per school, but up to 26 students in the school, an error by a
handful of administrators can have a large effect on the overall number of mismatches. However,
this does not appear to be the case here. Using the "Academic Honors Society" activity as an
example, table 4.3 shows that the mismatch problem is spread over a wide range of schools and
is not limited to a small number of school administrators. There were 911 students who said they
were either participants or officers in academic honors societies but whose school administrator
said this activity was not offered. These students were located in 337 schools (representing about
one-third of all the schools in the sample). About one-third of the schools with a mismatch (32.6
percent) had only one student with a mismatch. (A similar pattern is exhibited with other extra-
curricular activities variables.)
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Table 4.3 Number and percent of schools and
number of students with mismatches

==M on academic honors society item

Number of
mismatches Number of Percent of Number of
in school schools schools students

1 110 32.6 110
2 84 24.9 168
3 59 17.5 177
4 32 9.5 128
5 20 5.9 100
6 13 3.9 78
7 11 3.3 77
8 5 1.5 ao
9 2 0.6

10 o 0.0
11 o 0.0
12 o 0.0
13 o 0.0
14 o 0.0
15 1 0.3

Total 337 100

Another explanation might be that the mismatches are due to a limited number of low-ability
students either misreading the question or not giving the item proper attention. (This item is the
second to last one on the student questionnaire.) However, the data reported in table 4.4 does not
support this explanation.



Table 4.4 Administrator responses to item on availability of academic honors
societies, by student self-reportedipation and reading quartile.

Reading
quartile

Student
response

Administrator response Number of
studentsOffered Not offered

Lowest Member 68.6 31.3

..11
387

Officer 64.1 35.9 92

Second Member 72.5 27.5 403
Officer 72.2 27.9 36

Third Member 68.3 31.7 672
Officer 75.0 25.0 56

Highest Member 69.1 30.9 1218
Officer 85.2 14.8 88

NOTE: Rital may not sum to 100 percent due to rounding and/or the presence of missing data.

While about 31 percent of the self-reported student participants in the low-reading ability
quartile had a mismatch with their administrator on this item, about 31 percent of self-reported
participants in the high-ability quartile also had a mismatch with their administrators.
Furthermore this represented a substantial number of students in the high-ability quartilemore
than 1,200 students.

Another explanation for the over-reporting of extracurricular activities might be a response
set induced by fatigue. These items are at the end of the questionnaire and students might have
become tired answering questions.43 Yet another explanation is that these items are seen as
socially desirable activities and students are reluctant to report not participating in any activities.
Still another explanation is that some of these activities take place in the individual classrooms
and are not offered at an school-wide level.

43 On the other hand, in the Base Year Sample Design Report it was shown that poor responding paralleled
findings for non-responding. Students who were most likely to give poor responses were also more likely not to
respond at all. Therefore, the students who answered these last items in the questionnaire should have been the
students who were the most reliable reporters.
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CHAPTER 5
RELIABILITY OF SCALES

Several scales were created from the NELS:88 base-year student, teacher, and school
administrator data files. Some of these scales, such as the Self-Concept and Locus of Control
scales, had been created by the National Opinion Research Center (NORC) and me included as a
part of the public release file. Other scales, such as teacher engagement, academic press,
discipline climate, and student behavior, were created by MPR Associates for use in special
analyses of NELS:88 data. This chapter explores the inter-item reliability of these scales using
the criteria of Cronbach's Alpha. Alpha is a measure of the internal consistency of a scale, that is,
how well the items in the scale correlate with one another. Six of these scales were created
from the student file, and five were created from the school administrator file. Appendix A
provides a detailed discussion of the methodology used to create these scales and provides a list
of the component survey items that make up each of these variables.

Student-Level Scales

The scales constructed from the NELS:88 student file that were analyzed in this report are
shown in table 5.1. Notice that there are two Locus of Control and two Self-Concept scales. The
first version of each of these scales (labeled 1) is most directly comparable with the Locus of
Control and Self-Concept scales in HS&B. However, the second version of these scales takes
advantage of the increased number of relevant items in NELS:88 to create measuies designed to
be more stable.

" if the items in the scale are standardized to have the same variance, alpha can be computed using the following
formula:

a =
1 4. (k-1)i

where k is the number of items in the scale and is the average correlation between items.
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Table 5.1 Description of student-level scales

Scale
Number of items

in scale Scale description

School problems 10 Rating of the severity of problems in the
student's school.

Locus of control 1 3 Locus of Control refers to a personality
dimension developed by Rotter that taps
the nature of beliefs regarding the
consequences of individual actions. This
version of the scale most closely matches
the scale from HS&B.

Locus of control 2 6 This version of the Locus of Control scale
was created from an expanded list of items
in the NELS:88 database.

Self-concept 1 4 This scale measures the students'
perceptions about their own self-worth.
This version of the scale most closely
matches the scale from HS&B.

Self-concept 2

Teacher quality

7

5

This version of the Self-Concept scale was
created from an expanded list of items in
the NELS:88 database.

This scale measures the student's
perception of the quality of the teaching
staff at their school.

Table 5.2 shows the reliability analysis of these scales. The reliabilities of the Locus of
Control (1) and Self-Concept (1) scales for NELS:88 compare well with the reliabilities of
similar scales for the HS&B sophomores and seniors. Both the new Locus of Control and Self-
Concept scales have greater reliabilities than their HS&B equivalents. The reliability of the new
Locus of Control variable is 0.678 (compared with 0.572) and the reliability of the new Self-
Concept scale is 0.785 (compared with 0.734). The higher reliability of the new scales is direztly
related to the increase in the number of items in the new scales. The student version of the school
problems scale is also highly reliable (0.920).
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Table 5.2 Reliability analysis (Cronbach's Alpha) of student-level scales in
NELS:88

Scale NELS:88 HS&B
Sophomores Seniors

School problems .920

Locus of control 1 .572 .560 .612

Locus of comp:4 2 .678

Self-concept scale 1 .734 .693 .723

Self-concept scale 2 .785

Teacher quality .758

NOTE: indicates equivalent scales are not available in High School and Beyond.

The teliability of these scales for students with differing characteristics is presented in table
5.3. Student characteristics were related to the reliability of some scales more than others. For
e- ample, the reliability of the school problems scale is quite consistent (and quite high) across all
groups regardless of the sex, raceethnicity, SES, or reading ability. However, the mliability of
both the old and new Self-Concept scales was substantially lower for black students and for
students with low reading abilities than it was for other students. The reliability for the old Self-
Concept scale was 0.734 for all students, but only 0.569 for black students and 0.686 for
students with low reading abilities. Similarly, the reliability of the new Locus of Control scale
was 0.678 overall, but only 0.590 for students with low reading ability.

4 (.3
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Table 5.3 - Reliability of various scales by various subgroups, NELS:88 base-
ear student file

Charactaistic
School

problems
Locus of
control 1

Locus of
control 2

Self-
concept 1

Self-
concept 2

Teacher
quality

Total 0.920 0.572 0.678 0.734 0.785 0.758

Sex
Males 0.921 0.554 0.662 0.703 0.757 0.754
Females 0.920 0.590 0.694 0.749 0.800 0.763

Race-ethnicity
Asians 0.932 0.565 0.670 0.738 0.794 0.734
Hispanics 0.930 0.603 0.672 0.724 0.769 0.724
Blacks 0.915 0.550 0.604 0.569 0.677 0.694
Whites 0.919 0.563 0.691 0.757 0.802 0.779
Am.Indians 0.915 0.556 0.659 0.726 0.745 0.718

SES
Low SES 0.925 0.540 0.635 0.707 0.756 0.703
Mid. 1 SES 0.917 0.538 0.653 0.716 0.772 0.760
Mid. 2 SES 0.920 0.561 0.675 0.742 0.793 0.770
High SES 0.920 0.572 0.688 0.763 0.807 0.784

Reading test quartile
Low 0.926 0.527 0.59) 0.686 0.718 0.709
Mid. 1 0.923 0.500 0.638 0.726 0.779 0.745
Mid. 2 0.918 0.537 0.670 0.748 0.798 0.777
High 0.915 0.560 0.704 0.779 0.828 0.784

School Administrator Scales

Table 5.4 shows the scales from the school administrator file of NELS:88 that were
analyzed in this report. Appendix A pmvides a detailed description of the manner in which these
scales and the other scales were constructed as well as a listing of their component items.



Table 5.4 Descri tion of school administrator scales

Number of items
Scale in scale

School administrator variables

School problems 11

Teacher engagement 6

Academic press 4

School security 11

School discipline climate 5

Scale description

Rating of the severity of problems in the
student's school

Measures teacher morale and attitudes
towards students

Measure of the intensity in the school of
the students' attitudes toward their school
work

Amount of school policies controlling
student behavior

Amount of structure in the school academic
environment

The reliabilities of all administrator variables are all fairly high (table 5.5). The reliability of
these variables (school problems, teacher involvement, academic press, school security, and
discipline climate) ranges from a low of 0.708 for academic press to a high of 0.881 for the
school problems scale.

5 1
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Table 5.5 Reliability analysis (Cronbach's
scales in NELS:88

Alpha) of school administrator

Scale Reliability

School problems

Teacher engagement

Academic press

School security

Discipline climate

.881

.735

.708

.747

.820

Table 5.6 presents the reliability of these scales for different types of schools. The
reliability of most of the scales seemed unrelated to a set of selected school characteristics.
However, the academic press scale, though fairly reliable overall, was less reliable for schools in
the north central region of the country. The academic press scale was not reliable for Catholic
schools. Academic press was more reliable in schools that had a departmentalized school
structure than it was in other schools. The scale measuring the discipline climate of the school
was less reliable for Catholic schools and for those in the north central region than for other
schools.45

45 There seems to be little relationship between the poor performance of the north central and in Catholic schools
on the administrator composites. While Catholic schools make up c large proportion of sampled schooLs in the
north central region (11.7 percent of sampled schools in the region), they make up an even greater share of schools
in the northeast region (21.0 percent of sampled schools in the region).
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Table 5.6 Reliability of various scales by various subgroups, NELS:88 base-
ear administrator file

Characteristic Problems
Teacher

engagement
Academic

press
School
security

Discipline
climate

Total 0.881 0335 0.708 0.747 0.820

School organization

Self-contained 0.892 0.733 0.528 0.832 0.753
Departmentalized 0.871 0.731 0.735 0.735 0.825
Semi-depart. 0.907 0.743 0.563 0.752 0.814

School type

Public 0.860 0.702 0.694 0.697 0.825
Cathoirc 0.720 0.741 0.358 0.646 0.672
Private, other Hig. 0.921 0.690 0.668 0.800 0.815
Private, non-relig. 0.771 0.728 0.849 0.653 0.858

Urbanicity

Urban 0.898 0.742 0.729 0.772 0.782
Suburban 0.887 0.748 0.673 0.730 0.821
Rural 0.835 0.706 0.726 0.740 0.849

Region

Northeast 0.862 0.772 0.762 0.735 0.854
North central 0.884 0.723 0.597 0.725 0.678
South 0.880 0.705 0.731 0.757 0.845
West 0.889 0.754 0.690 0.755 0.832

Tne low reliability of the academic press variable for the Catholic schools can be partially
explained by the low variance for the individual component variables that make up the academic
press scale for the Catholic school sample. The academic press scale was constructed from four
variables: "Students place a high priority on learning at this school" (BYSC47C); "Teachers
encourage students to do their best" (BYSC47E); "Students are expected to do homework"
(BYSC47F); and "Students face competition for grades" (BYSC470). Response categories for
these variables ranged from never (1) tc, always (5). The variances for all of these variables were
substantially smaller for the Catholic schools than they were for other schools (table 5.7). There
was essentially no variance for the Catholic schools on BYSC47F ("Students are expected to do
homework"), because almost all Catholic school administrators responded with "always" to this
item. (Hence the 4.94 mean for Catholic schools on this item.) For Catholic schools, the small
variance for this item resulted in a low inter-item correlation and a low reliability for this scale.
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Table 5.7 - Means and variances for component variables of academic press
scale, by school type

Characteristic BYSC47C BYSC47E BYSC47F BYSC470

Mean
Public 3.63 4.38 4.41 3.37
Catholic 4.01 4.89 4.94 3.20
Private, other relig. 4.22 4.80 4.75 3.40
Private, non-relig. 4.42 4.72 4.75 3.80

Variance
Public 0.68 0.64 0.69 1.06
Catholic 0.47 0.10 0.05 1.35
Private, other relig. 0.71 0.33 0.43 1.23
Private, non-relig. 0.79 0.82 0.80 1.55

Dimensionality of Locus of Control and Self-Concept Scales

The examination of scale reliabilities presented thus far was meant to give some indication
of item construct validity, a desirable property of items that enhances their quality. That is,
reliability is a necessary, but not sufficient condition for validity. One can take the analysis of
construct validity further by examining the factor structure of the items. While the reliability
analysis signals the presence of at least one dimension underlying the set of items in question,
exploratory factor analysis can more precisely indicate the level of dimensionality. It is important
to explore the dimensionality of a scale to assure that the scales are measuring the same thing
when they are applied to different subpopulations.

Confirmatory factor analysis can then be used to make an assessment of the
appropriateness of the dimensional solution for the entire sample and for different subgroups of
respondents. In the analyses that follow, first, exploratory factor analyses were conducted on the
items making up the new Locus of Control and Self-Concept scales." Next, confirmatory factor
analyses were conducted for the entire group of respondents and for selected subgroups.

Factor analysis of the Locus of Control scale.

The first set of factor analyses were conducted on the six items comprising the measure of
Locus of Control. The variable names and abbreviated text for these six items are listed in table
5.8. Before analyzing the items, values for BYS44K were reversed to make its di xtion
comparable to the other items in the scale. Possible responses to these items were! 1) strongly
agree; 2) agree; 3) disagree; and 4) strongly disagree.

46 Factor analyses were conducted on all the other scales presented in the previous section. In defining these other
scales they were found to be unidimensional. This was not true of the Self-Concept and Locus of Control scales,
however.
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Table 5.8 Variable names and atbreviated text for items comprising the locus
of control scale

Item
number

Variable
name

Abbreviated text

I. BYS44B I don't have enough control over my life
2. BYS44C Good luck more important than hard work
3. BYS44F Every time I get ahead something stops me
4. BYS44G My plans hardly work out
5. BYS44K When I make plans I can make them work
6. BYS44M Chance and luck are important in my life

Table 5.9 shows the correlations among the items, the varimax rotated factor matrix,
and some factor statistics. Two factors, explaining 37.0 percent of the variance of the six
items, were obtained. The first factor, explaining 28.8 percent of tly item variances,
includes items that emphasize obstacles to attempts to control one's life, r one's personal
efficacy (e.g., "Every time I try to get ahead something or someone stops me"). The
second factor, explaining 8.2 percent of the item variances, includes items that emphasize
the role of chance and luck in one's life. The two factor solution is similar to a previously
found distinction in the literature on Locus of Control, that individuals distinguish between
control by other people and control by impersonal forces.47

47 V. C. Crandall, W. Katkovsky, and V. J. Crandall, "Children's Beliefs in Their Control of
Reinforcement in Intellectual-Academic Achievement Situations," Child Development 36 (1965): 91-109.
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Table 5.9 - Correlations, varimax rotated factor matrix, and factor statistics

for locus of control items

Correlation matrix

BYS44B BYS44C BYS44F BYS44G BYS44K BYS44M

BYS44B 1.00000
BYS44C .26873 1.00000

BYS44F .32550 .22626 1.00000

BYS44G .32545 .25574 .44079 1.00000

BYS44Ka .18236 .09070 .22006 .37556 1.00000

BYS44M .21409 .41025 .24517 .24704 .06311 1.00000

Mean 3.07411 3.27051 2.82788 3.03048 2.98423 2.72140

S.D. .82251 .74696 .77763 .80403 .70201 .90848

Varimax rotated factormatrixb

FACTOR 1

BYS44G .73785
BYS44F .50919

BYS44Ka .47906
BYS44B .37874

BYS44C .14424
BYS44M .12896

FACTOR 2

.23107
.28363
.01309
.31372

.63627
.60787

Factor statistics

Factor Eigenvalue Pct of var Cum pct

1 1.72934 28.8 28.8

2 .49151 8.2 37.0

ascoring reversed.
blnitial extraction used principal axis method.

Maximum likelihood confirmatory factor analyses were conducted to statistically examine

the degree to which a two factor model better explains responses to the six items than a one

factor model. Results were first obtained for the entire sample and then for subsamples for which

reliability coefficients showed substantial variation. These were black versus nonblack

respondents and respondents at the various reading quaitile levels. Results are shown in table

5.10.



Table 5.10 Results of confIrmator factor anal ses locus of control itemsa

Sample N Mode lb dfc
Chi-

squared
Model Chi-squares

Differencee Ratios

AD 23722 1 9 3334.89
2 8 1072.03 2262.86 3.11

Race-ethnicity

Black 2842 1 9 229.65
2 8 73.23 156.42 3.14

Nonblack 20880 1 9 3176.04
2 8 1006.87 2169.17 3.15

Reading Quartile

Lowest 5474 1 9 534.65
2 8 239.27 295.38 2.23

Second 5528 1 9 704.05
2 8 249.53 454.52 2.82

Third 5528 1 9 759.75
2 8 225.62 534.13 3.37

Fourth 6344 1 9 1101.67
2 8 235.65 866.02 4.68

aConfirmatory factor analysis was conducted using the PC version of LISREL 7 Joreskog, K. G., & Sorbom, D.
(1988). PC - USREL 7.12. Mooresville, Indiana: Scientific Software, Inc.
bModels 1 and 2 represent the one and two factor models.
CDegrees of freedom me the number of covariances among the variables minus the number of parameters
estimated. For the one factor model the number of parameters is equal to the number of factor loadings (6). For the
two factor model the number of rerameters is equal to the number of factor loadings (6) plus the number of
correlations between factors (1).
dMaximum likelihood chi-square goodness-of-fit test statistic.
ellie difference between chi-squares for related models is distributed as chi-squaie with degrees of freedom equal to
the difference in degrees of freedom between the two models.
fThe chi-square for model 1 divided by the chi-square for model 2.

The results reported in table 5.10 indicate that for the entire sample and for the various
subsamples under consideration the two factor model fits the data substantially better than a one
factor model, confirming that the data are not unidimensional. It should be noted that neither
model fits the data, as indicated by the large maximum likelihood chi-square statistic:18 This
statistic is extmmely sensitive to model deviations in large samples such as the ones used in this
analysis. For present purposes, it is not important that either model fits so much as that one
model, for example, the two factor model, fits the data better than an alternative model, for
example, the one factor model:19 The large difference in chi-square values between the models

48 In order to be able to judge that the model fits the data, one would want a substantially lower likelihood
ratio chi-square value for the model.
49 P. M. Bender and D. G. Boneu, "Significance Tests and Goodness-of-Fit in the Analysis of Covariance
Structures," Psychological Bulletin 99 (1980):588.606.
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for the entire sample and for the subpoups indicate the significant improvement in fit of the two
factor model over the one factor model.

As an indication of relative improvement of the fit across the subgroups, the ratio of chi-
squares for the two models (model 1 divided by model 2) is presented in the last column. For the
entire sample and the two race-ethnicity subsamples this ratio is similar in magnitude, suggesting
that the improvement in fit for the two factor model compared with the one factor model is
similar for these groups of respondents. This does not appear to be the case when the different
reading quartile subgroups are considered. Here the improvement in fit is substantially greater
for respondents in the highest reading quartile subgroup than for respondents in the lowest
reading quartile subgroup, with improvement increasing steadily for the two middle groups. This
suggests that, as reading ability increases, the two factor model becomes a more viable
explanation of response: to the Locus of Control items. This is also seen in the bigger
differences between the chi-square statistics for the two models for the higher versus lower
reading groups (these differences are roughly comparable because the subgroups are made up of
nearly equal numbers of respondents). Substantively, these results suggest that respondents with
greater reading ability are better able to make the distinction between obstacles to achieving their
goals and the role of chance and luck in their lives.

Factor analysis of the Self-Concept scale.

The second set of factor analyses were conducted on the seven items comprising the Self-
Concept scale. The variable names and abbreviated text for these items are listed in table 5.11.
Before analyzing the items, values for BYS44A, BYS44D, BYS44E, AND BYS44H were
reversed to make the directions of all the items in the scale comparable.

Table 5.11 Variable names and abbreviated text for items comprising the
self-concept scale

Item
number

Variable
name

Abbreviated text

1. BYS44A I feel good about myself
2. BYS44D I'm a person of worth, equal of others
3. BYS44E I am able to do things as well as others
4. BYS44H On the whole, I am satisfied with myself
5. BYS44I I certainly feel useless at times
6. BYS44J At times I think I am no good at all
7. WeS44L I feel I do not have much to be proud of

Table 5.12 shows the correlations among the items, the varimax rotated factor matrix, and
some factor statistics. Two factors, explaining 46.2 percent of the variance of the six items, were
obtained. The first factor, explaining 36.5 percent of the item variances, includes items that ask
about general evaluations of oneself (e.g., "I am a person of worth"). The second factor,
explaining 9.7 percent of the item variances, includes items referring to transient self-evaluations
or evaluations occurring during specific instances (e.g., "At times I feel I am no good at all"). It
is no contradiction for respondents to report, for example, that they are generally positive
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about themselves, but that at times they feel negative.50 However, discerning the dfferenceis a relatively subtle distinction and, as with the distinction made for the Locus of Control items,should be more pronounced among the students with greater verbal ability.

Table 5.12 - Correlations, varimax rotated factor matrix, and factor statisticsfor locus of control items

Correlation matrix

BYS44A BYS44D BYS44E BYS44H BYS44I BYS44J BYS44L

BYS44Aa 1.00000
BYS44Da .39102 1.00000
BYS44Ea .32757 .42638 1.00000
BYS44Ha .55190 .40354 .35024 1.00000
BYS44I .32259 .19669 .18430 .29604 1.00000
BYS44J .34970 .24438 .21611 .33193 .63155 1.00000BYS44L .34695 .29916 .25917 .37069 .32470 .37967 1.00000
Mean 3.28001 3.31645 3.31272 3.21032 2.54968 2.75445 326898S.D. .62874 .66487 .64493 .69451 .84057 .91090 .79376

Varimax rotated factor matrixb

FACTOR 1 FACTOR 2

BYS44Ha .66284 .24762
BYS44Da .62323 .11639
BYS44Aa .62299 .27976
BYS44Ea .54241 .10817
BYS44L .41368 .35045

BYS44J .22478 .79203
BYS44I .17693 .74406

Factor statistics

Factor Eigenvalue Pct of var Cum pct

1 2.55176 36.5 36.5
2 .67988 9.7 46.2

aScoring reversed.
blnitial extraction used principal axis method.

50 M. L. Kohn, Class and Conformity; A Study in Values, 2nd edition (Chicago: University of ChicagoPress, 1977).
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As with Locus of Control, maximum likelihood confirmatory factor analyses were
conducted to examine the degree to which a two factor model better fit the Self-Concept data than

a one factor model. As for the Locus of Control analysis, results were first obtained for the entire

sample and then for subsainples for which reliability coefficients showed substantial variation.

Again, these were black versus nonblack respondents, and respondents at various reading

quartile levels. Results are shown in table 5.13.

The results indicate that for the entire sample and for the various subsamples the two factor

model fits the data substantially better than a one factor model, once again confirming that the

responses are not unidimensional. As with the Locus of Control data, it should be noted that
neither model fits the data. However, the large difference in chi-square values between the

models for the entire sample and for the subgoups indicate the significant improvement in fit of

the two factor model over the one factor model.

Ratios of chi-squares for the two models are presented in the last column of the table. The

two factor model seems to fit the data better for the nonblack subsample compared with the black

subsample, and for the higher reading groups compared with the lower reading groups. Once

again, this supests that those respondents with higher reading abilities are better able to discern

more subtle distinctions in meaning in the questionnaire items.



Table 5.13 Results of confirmatory factor analyses, self-concept itemsa

Sample Mode lb dfc
Chi-

squared
Modpi Chi-squares

Difference Ratiof

All 23046 1 14 8766.20
2 13 2028.00 6738.2 4.32

Race-
ethnicity

Black 2720 1 14 620.70
2 13 186.07 434.63 3.34Nonblack 20326 1 14 8245.12
2 13 1886.20 6358.92 4.37Reading

Quartile

Lowest 5281 1 14 2018.71
2 13 628.54 1390.17 3.22Second 5352 1 14 2157.50
2 13 475.65 1681.85 4.54Third 5373 1 14 2133.40
2 13 440.49 1692.91 4.84Fourth 6209 1 14 2231.33
2 13 393.14 1834.19 5.68

aconfirmatory factor analysis was conducted using the PC version of LISREL 7 Joreskog, K. G., & Sorbom, D.(1988). PC - I.JSREL 7.12. Mooresville, Indiana: Scientific Software, Inc.
bModels 1 and 2 represent the one and two factor models.
CDegrees of freedom are the number of covariances among the variables minus the number of parametersestimated. For the one factor model the number of parameters is equal to the number of factor loadings (6). For thetwo factor model the number of parameters is equal to the number of factor loadings (6) plus the number ofcorrelations between factors (1),
dMaximum likelihood chi-square goodness-of-fit test statistic.
eThe difference between chi-squares for related models is distributed as chi-square with degrees of freedom equal tothe difference in degrees of freedom between the two models.
file chi-square for model 1 divided by the chi-square for model 2.
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CHAIYIER 6
CONCLUSIONS

Base-year data collected by the National Education Longitudinal Study of 1988 provides
the foundation upon which the rest of the study will be built. Thus, it is important to carefully
assess the quality of the data. Furthermote, because the initial phase of the study relies in part on
self-reported data from eighth-grade studentsand younger reporters are assumed to be more
unreliable reportersit is important to document the extent to which analysts can rely on the
accuracy of the self-reported data for this age group.

Generally, the student self-reported data on family background items were reliable and
accurate. In fact, the validity coefficients of family background characteristics in NELS:88 rival
those of the older cohorts in HS&B. Generally, the correspondence between the parent and
student on these items, although lower than those in HS&B, was well within conventional
standards of validity. These results are consistent with an earlier study by Kerckhoff et al.,
which concluded that older children are more accurate reporters than younger children, and that
the validity of reports by children increases with age.51

Unfortunately, the validity of most of the school-related items was not as high as those for
the family background items. This also parallels the findings from other national surveys. For
instance, Fetters et al. found in HS&B that the 10th and 12th graders were not always the best
informants about their own school experiences. When judged against the standard of transcripts,
students from HS&B consistently misreported their grades, their coursework, and even theit
field of study. Thus, the 8th graders in NELS:88 were no different from their 10th- and 12th-
grade counterparts. However, it was also demonstrated that the low validity coefficients for the
school-related items were somewhat misleading. When the percentage of cases matched was
examined, the correspondence between the student and parent responses to these items appeamd
to be much better. In an attempt to provide a thorough assessment of the quality of the NELS:88,
we have presented three indicators in this report: validity coefficients, percentage of cases
matched, and relative bias. Even with these three indicators, there were times when the
information they provided was not sufficient for our assessment, so we also examined the actual
bivariate distributions of the items in question. As demonstrated above, judgments on the quality
of the data may vary depending on what indicator is used. This demonstrates the importance for
analysts to use more than one indicator of "data quality" before judging the suitability of certain
data elements for analyses.

Furthermore, despite the difficulties students may have had in responding to some of the
school-related items, our analysis of the internal consistency of many of the school items (such
as the math course-taking pattern items) showed that the vast majority of students were
answering the items consistently. Although we could not directly check the validity of these
items, our exploratory analysis did not uncover any reasons to doubt the average student
response to these questions taken as a whole. In addition, this analysis reinforces how important
it is to create scales and/or multiple indicators of analytical concepts. That is, it is vital for
analysts to use all of the available data to cross-check student responses before proceeding with
their analyses. Indicators or scales built on this practice will be more reliable and accurate than
individual items taken in isolation.

51 Alan C. Kerckhoff, William M. Mason, and Sharon Sandominsky Poss, "On the Accuracy of Children's
Reports of Family Social Status," Sociology of Education 46 (Spring 1973): 219.247.
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We have also shown that tho validity of student responses was dependent on the
characteristics of the students tht mselves. In fact, students from high socioeconomic
backgrounds, those with higher abilities in reading, white or Asian students, and female students
were mole likely to give valid answers than were their peers. These differences, however, were
generally quite small. Furthermore, differences in the validity and consistency of responses due
to raceethnicity, sex, SES, or reading level were less pronounced than what was observed with
older cohorts in HS&B. Neve:Theless, analysts may want to consider using these validity
coefficients as adjustment factors in models that incorporate a provision for measurement error.
In so doing, it will be important for them to ensure that these adjustment factors correspond to
the subgroup of students that they are investigating.

The scale variables provided in the NELS:88 database and those that NORC and MPR have
created for other analyses proved to be reliable. The school level scales were particularly
consistent among respondents. It seems clear from these results that analysts should make full
use of these and other scales when conductinf their own research. In most cases these scales
tend to be reliable. However, the lower reliability of some of the scales for certain subgroups
(e.g., blacks and those in the lower reading group) should cause researchers to use care when
analyzing these subgroups in isolation. Furthermore, the results of the confirmatory factor
analysis suggest that the Locus of Control and Self-Concept scales might have slightly different
interpretations for respondents in these subgroups.

Finally, given some of the inconsistencies in selected school-related items discovered in
this analysis (e.g., enrollment in bilingual education classes), it is important that sufficient
resources be allocated in future waves of NELS:88 to the collection and processing of transcript
data. (Transcript data will be collected as part of the NELS:88 second follow-up.) As with
HS&B, student self-reported data on school experiences should be used with caution.
Furthermore, it will also be important to continue to collect data from students' teachers on
individual classroom behavior. The teacher file in NELS:88 already has much more extensive
information about classroom programs and practices than in other databases. It would be prudent
to continue to collect context data from the teachers of survey rospondents.
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This appendix has three purposes. First, it briefly describes the NELS:88 database.
Second, this section discusses the methods used in recoding some of the van'ables and in
creating new variables to ensure comparability across parent and student responses and so
comparable response categories from the different questionnaires could be compared. For
example, in some cases an item asked similar questions of both the parent and the student, but
provided different response categories. The third purpose of this section is to describe the
procedures by which the composite variables examined in chapter 5 were created

The NELS:88 Database

The National Education Longitudinal Study of 1988 (NELS:88) represents the most
comprehensive longitudinal study conducted to date by the National Center for Education
Statistics (NCES) of the U.S. Department of Education. NCES's longitudinal studies program
is based on a commitment by the agency to collect and analyze data on the factors affecting the
transitions from the elementary school to high school and eventually to productive American
society. NELS:88 shares several important design features with other longitudinal studies
initiated by NCES: the National Longitudinal Study of the High School Class of 1972 (NLS-
72) and High School and Beyond (HS&B).

The longitudinal studies program provides statistics on the education, work, and family
experiences of young adults during the pivotal transitions from eighth grade to high school and
from high school to postsecondary education and the world of work. Since NLS-72, each
successive longitudinal study conducted by NCES has grown substantially in complexity with
respect to sample specifications, sources of information, and instrument sophistication. The
current NELS:88 design reflects two decades of succerisful experiences with longitudinal
education studies.

NELS:88 differs from both NLS-72 and HS&B in that the first data collection phase
begins in the eighth grade rather than high school. The decision to begin the study in eighth
grade was made to provide pre-high school baseline data and construct a national database with
the capacity to systematically examine the critical tar -'tion students undergo moving from
eighth ga& in elementary, middle, or junior high school to tenth grade in secondary school.
This period of transition is important for exploring broader policy issues such as how students
are counseled into specific high school programs and courses and what impact program choice
has on their tenth grade experiences. Information will be available to policy makers about the
effects of this transiticn on student attitudes, aspirations, self-esteem, and academic
performances.

Base-year design. The Base-Year Survey was conducted in spring 1988. The study
design includes a clustered, stratified national probability sample of approximately 1,000
schools (800 public schools and 200 private schools, including parochial institutions) in the
U.S. that enroll eighth-grade students. Over 26,000 students across the U.S. participated in the
Base-Year Study. The sample is representative of the nation's eighth-grade population,
totalling about 3 million eighth graders in more than 37,000 schools in spring 1988.

Questionnaires and a cognitive test were administered to each student in the NELS:88
sample. The student questionnaire covered school experiences, activities, attitudes, plans,
selected background characteristics, and language proficiency. Other groups of respondents
provided additional types of information. An administrator such as the principal filled out a
questionnaire about the school; two teachers of each student were asked to answer qiestions
about the student, about themselves, and about their school; and a sample of students parents
was surveyed regarding family characteristics and student activities. The total survey effort
thus provides a comprehensive database for analyses.
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Note on Weighting

All of the analyses presented in this report have been conducted on unweighted data.
Errors in responses to questionnaire items are, by their very nature, directly linked to the
wording of a particular item, the placement of the particular item in the questionnaire, and the
conditions uncler which the questionnaire was administered. Therefore, the conclusions of a
report on the quality of responses of a specific questionnaire must limit itself to the respondents
who in reality answered the questionnaire and cannot legitimately generalize to a larger
population of respondents. Furthermore, since NELS:88 oversampled black and Hispanic
students and black and Hispanic students *enerally gave less reliable responses, weighting the
data would artificially improve the reliability of the data by assigning smaller weights to the
least reliable reporters.

Because inferences from the data were limited to the specific sample of students who
actually participated in the survey, inferences were not made about some other hypothetical
population of students that the sample represented. Therefore, there were no sampling error
issues involved in this analysis and hence no tests of statistical tests were run on differences in
reliability or validity between groups.

Notes on Recoding of Parent Responses

There were six questions in the student questionnaire that referral separately to mother's
and father's occupations, their education, and their educational expectations. The parent
questionnaire did not refer to father or wother, but instead to respondent and spouse.
Furthermore, the respondent to the parent questionnaire could be a step-parent, a guardian, or a
grandparent. When students answered itemt about their mother, father, or male or female
guardian, it is unclear to whom students were referring in the case where the respondent to the
parent questionnaire was not the mother or the, father. Were they referring to their father living
outside the home, or to their stepfather or male guardian inside the home? Fortunately, this
problem should have had a minimal impact on the results of the analysis in this report since
approximately 95 percent of the respondents to the parent questionnaire were either the mother
or father. Consequently, in this analysis all fmale respondents were classified as "mother,"
and all male respondents were classified as "father." For this analysis we created six new
parent variables (table Al N.

G
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Table Al Construction of parent variables

If mother If father

Variable description Variable label is respondent1 is respondent2

Mother's occupation MaTHOCC BYP34B BYP37B
Mother's education MOTHED BYP31 BYP30
Mother's ed. expect. MEDEXIYT BYP76
Father's occupation FATHOCC BYP37B BYP34B
Father's education FATHED BYP30 BYP31
Father's ed. expect. FEDEXPT BYP76

not applicable
1BYP1A1 = 1, 3, 5, 7, 9
2BYP1A1 = 2, 4, 6, 8, 10

When creating MOTI-IED and FATHED, the variables BYP30 and BYP31 were also
recoded to match the student responses (the student variables also had to be recoded).

If BYP30/P31 = set to
1 or 2 1 (LT HS)
3 or 4 2 (HS only)
5 through 10 3 (Some college)
11 4 (4-5 yr. college)
12 5 (MA/MS)
13 6 (PHD, MD)

When creating MEDEXPT and FEDEXPT, the variable BYP76 was recoded to match
student responses.

If BYP76 = set to
1 or 2 1 (LT HS)
3 2 (HS only)
4, 5, or 6 3 (Some college)
7, 8, or 9 4 (4-5 yr. college)
10 5 (MA/MS)
llor 12 6 (PHD, MD)

Several other variables had to be recoded so that the parent and student responses were
comparable (table A2).
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Table A2 Notes on mitts of variables in the anal sis

\ .

Discuss school with parents

Parents warned about grades

Parents warned about behavior

Thc school is a safe place

Enrolled in gifted class
Enrolled in bilingual ed

DISCPAR * BYP66 Create the student variable DISCPAR by
combining BYS36A, B and C with the
following routine:
If 2 responses are missing, then DISCPAR= the

non-missing response.
Else if 1 response is missing then

DISCPAR= the response with the
minimum value.

Otherwise if no response is missing then:
If all the responses are the same then

DISCPAR= that response.
Else gall responses arc different then

DISCPAR=2.
Else if 2 responses are the same then

DISCPAR= that response.

BYS55D * BYP57A Recode BYP57A so that: 1 = 1
2 = 2
3 and 4=3

BYS55E * BYP57E Recode BYP57E so that: 1 = 1
2 = 2
3 and 4 =3

BYS59K * BYP74I Recode BYP74I so that 1=4
2=3
etc.

BYS68A * BYP51 Set code 3 of BYP51 to missing
BYS68B * BYP49A Set code 3 of BYP49A to missing



Creation of Composite Variables

This section describes how the school problems, teacher engagement, academic press,
school security, and discipline climate scales were constructed. The construction of the Locus
of Control and Self Concept scales are described in chapter 5.

These composite variables were constructed in the following manner. First, items were
selected that seemed on face value to represent aspects of the desired concept. (For example,
there were several variablPs in the student questionnaire that probed the student's attitudes
about the quality of the teaching at the school. These were combined into the teacher quality
scale.) Second, the dimensionality of these scales was examined by principal components
analysis. Third, if the scale was judged 'o be reasonably unidimensional, the internal reliability
of the scale was assessed with Cronbach's Alpha. Each item whose deletion would raise the
scale's alpha was deleted from the scale and the scale's reliability was recalculated, until
deletion of any variable in the scale would decrease the scale's reliability (as measured by
Cronbach's Alpha). Table A3 displays the component vIriable names and abbreviated text for
the items included in the composite scales constructed tbr this study.
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Table A3 Variable names and abbreviated text for items comprising the
scales in this analysis

Composite Variable
name name

Abbreviated text

Teacher quality
BYS59A
BYS59F
BYS59G
BYS59I

BYS59J

Problems (student)
BYSS58A
BYSS58B
BYSS58C
BYSS58D
BYSS58E
IsYSS58F
BYSS58G
BYSS58H
BYSS58I
BYSS58J
BYSS58K

Locus of Control 1
BYS44C
BYS44F
BYS44G

Self Concept 1
BYS44A
BYS44D
BYS44E
BYS44H

Problems (school administrator)
BYSC49A
BYSC49B
BYSC49C
BYSC49D
BYSC49E
BYSC49F
BYSC49G
BYSC49H
BYSC49I
BYSC49J
BYSC49K

Students get along with teachers
The teaching is good
Teachers are interested in students
In class I feel put down by my teachers
(reverse coded)
Most of my teachers listen to what I say

Student tardiness a problem at school
Student absenteeism
Student class cutting
Physical conflicts among students
Robbery or theft
Vandalism of school property
Student use of alcohol
Student use of illegal drugs
Student possession of weapons
Physical abuse of teachers
Verbal abuse of teachers

Good luck is more important than hard work
Every time I get ahead something stops me
Plans hardly ever work out

I feel good about myself
I am a person of worth
I am able to do things as well as others
On the whole I am satisfied with myself

Student tardiness a problem at school
Student absenteeism
Student class cutting
Physical conflicts among students
Robbery or theft
Vandalism of school property
Student use of alcohol
Student use of illegal drugs
Student possession of weapons
Physical abuse of teachers
Verbal abuse of teachers
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Table A3 Variable names and abbreviated text for items comprising the
scales in this analysis (continued)

Composite Variable
name name

Abbreviated text

Teacher engagement
BYSC47A

BYSC47E

BYSC47G
BYSC47H

BYSCA7I

BYSC47M

Academic press
BYSC47C
BYSC47E

BYSC47F
BYSC470

School control
BYSC48A
BYSC48B
BYSC48C
BYSC48D
BYSC48E
BYSC48F
BYSC48G
BYSC48H
BYSC48I
BYSC48J
BYSC48K

aassroom discipline
BYSC47B
BYSC47D

MIMINMr

BYSC47F
BYSC47J
BYSC47K

There is conflict between teachers and
administrators (reverse coded)
Teachers at this school encourage students to do
their best
Teacher morale is high
Teachers have a negative attitude about students
(reverse coded)
Teachers find it difficult to motivate students
(reverse coded)
Teachers take the time to respond to students'
individual needs

Students place a high priority on learning
Teacher at this school encourage students to do
their best
Students are expected to do homework
Students face competition for grades

Visitors required to sign in at the main office
Hall passes requited to visit library
Hall passes required to visit lavatory
Hall passes requited to visit office
Hall passes required to visit counselor
Academic counseling for students
Behavioral problem counseling for students
Vocational counseling for students
Student uniform required
Certain forms of student dress forbidden
Students prohibited from leaving school or school
grounds during school hours

Discipline is emphasized at this school
The classmom environment for students is
structured
Students are expected to do homework
The school day for students is structured
Deviation by students from school rules is not
tolerated
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Table B.1 - Student response to BYS3 1 A (Race-Ethnicity) by parent response to BYPIO (Race-Ethnicity)

Frequency
Percent
Row Pct
Col Pct Asian

Parent

Hispanic Blwk White Amer Ind

Asian 1054
4.73

78.07
92.62

14
0.06
1.04
0.56

22
0.10
1.63
0.81

254
1.14

18.81
1.61

6
0.03
0.44
2.99

Total

1350
6.05

Hispanic 20
0.09
0.73
1.76

2260
10.13
82.66
91.09

71
0.32
2.60
2.60

377
1.69

13.79
2.39

6
0.03
0.22
2.99

2734
12.26

Black 12
0.05
0.44
1.05

32
0.14
1.18
1.29

2568
11.52
95.08
94.20

79
0.35
2.92
0.50

10
0.04
0.37
4.98

2701
12.11

White 44
0.20
0.30
3.87

139
0.62
0.95
5.60

23
0.10
0.16
0.84

14418
64.66
98.22
91.53

55
0.25
0.37

27.36

14679
65.83

Amer Ind 8
0.04
0.96
0.70

36
0.16
4.31
1.45

Total 1138 2481

42
0.19
5.03
1.54

625
2.80

74.85
3.97

2726 15753

124
0.56

14.85
61.69

835
3.74

201 22299
5.10 11.13 12.22 70.64 0.90 100.00

Frequency Missing = 352
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Table B.2 - Student response to BYS32 (Number of Siblings) by parent response to BYP3A (Number of
Siblings)

Frequency
Percent
Row Pct
Col Pct

Student
None

Parent

Two

1216
5.50

84.80
82.55

88
0.40
6.14
1.24

62
0.28
4.32
1.05

28
0.13
1.95
0.82

100
0.45
1.41
6.79

6440
29.13
90.86
90.87

282
1.28
3.98
4.75

119
0.54
1.68
3.49

56
0.25
0.95
3.80

280
1.27
4.74
3.95

5087
23.01
86.16
85.77

219
0.99
3.71
6.43

38
0.17
1.14
2.58

117
0.53
3.50
1.65

272
1.23
8.13
4.59

2637
11.93
78.83
77.42

Four 27
0.12
1.55
1 83

65
0.29
3.73
0.92

110
0.50
6.31
1.85

234
1.06

13.42
6.87

Five 14

0.06
1.40
0.95

33
0.15
3.30
0.47

51
0.23
5.09
0.86

76
0.34
7.59
2.23

Six+ 22
0.10
1.38
1.49

64
0.29
4.02
0.90

67
0.30
4.21
1.13

93
0.42
5.84
2.73

Total 1473 7087 5931 3406
6.66 32.05 26.83 15.41

Frequency Missing = 542

7 fi

70

Four Five Six+ Total

24 11 5 1434
0.11 0.05 0.02 6.49
1.67 0.77 0.35
1.37 1.09 0.34

71 30 46 7088
0.32 0.14 0.21 32.06
1.00 0.42 0.65
4.05 2.98 3.17

115 77 70 5904
0.52 0.35 0.32 26.70
1.95 1.30 1.19
6.56 7.65 4.82

155 55 71 3345
0.70 0.25 0.32 15.13
4.63 1.64 2.12
8.84 5.47 4.89

1144 95 69 1744
5.17 0.43 0.31 7.89

65.60 5.45 3.96
65.22 9.44 4.75

151 564 112 1001
0.68 2.55 0.51 4.53

15.08 56.34 11.19
8.61 56.06 7.71

94 174 1079 1593
0.43 0.79 4.88 7.21
5.90 10.92 67.73
5.36 17.30 74.31

1754 1006 1452 22 i09
7.93 4.55 6.57 100.00



Table B.3 - Student response to BYS33 (Number of Older Siblings) by parent response to BYP4 (Number
of Older Siblings)

RequencY
Percent
Row Pct
Col Pct None One

ILuslanl____.
None 6625

32.42
93.87
92.67

Parent

Four Five Six+ Total

260
1.27
3.68
3.81

89
0.44
1.26
2.76

46
0.23
0.65
3.04

17

0.08
0.24
2.28

9
0.04
0.13
2.07

- 12
0.06
0.17
2.21

7058
34.53

301
1.47
4.57
4.21

6009
29.40
91.23
88.03

145
0.71
2.20
4.50

73
0.36
1.11
4.82

26
0.13
0.39
3.48

10
0.05
0.15
2.30

23
0.11
0.35
4.23

6587
32.23

110
0.54
3.39
1.54

288
1.41

8.87
4.22

2676
13.09
82.39
83.03

80
0.39
2.46
5.28

41
0.20
1.26
5.49

25
0.12
0.77
5.76

28
0.14
0.86
5.15

3248
15.89

47
0.23
3.00
0.66

123
0.60
7.85
1.80

163
0.80

10.41

5.06

1141
5.58

72.86
75.31

54
0.26
3.45
7.23

18
0.09
1.15
4.15

20
0.10
1.28
3.68

1566
7.66

30
0.15
3.61
0.42

66
0.32
7.95
0.97

63
0.31
7.59
1.95

90 519
0.44 2.54

10.84 62.53
5.94 69.48

Five 16
0.08
3.33
0.22

26
0.13
5.42
0.38

36
0.18
7.50
1.12

40
0.20
8.33
2.64

Six+ 20
0.10
2.99
0.28

54
0.26
8.07
0.79

51 45
0.25 0.22
7.62 6.73
1.58 2.97

38
0.19
4.58
8.76

24
0.12
2.89
4.41

830
4.06

52 276
0.25 1.35

10.83 57.50
6.96 63.59

38
0.19
5.68
5.09

58
0.28
8.67

13.36

34
0.17
7.08
6.25

480
2.35

403
1.97

60.24
74.08

669
3.27

Total 7149 6826 3223 1515 747 434 544 20438
34.98 33.40 15.77 7.41 3.65 2.12 2.66 100.00

Frequency Missing is 862
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Table B.4 - Student response to BYS34A (Father's Education) by parent response to FAMED (Father's
Education)

FrequencY
Patent
Row Pct
Col Pct

Student
LT HS

HS/GED

LT HS

1334
7.24

43.71
53.94

760
4.12

13.48
30.73

Vocarade 150
0.81
7.61
6.07

Some Coll 99
0.54
6.27
4.00

Coll Grad 80
0.43
2.59
3.23

Master's 23
0.12
1.29
0.93

PhD 27
0.15
2.05
1.09

Total 2473
13.42

Pau ent

LIIMW.

HS/GED Vocarade Some Coll Coll Grad Master's I PhD Total

807 715 131 46 16 3 3052

4.38 3.88 0.71 0.25 0.09 0.02 16.56

26.44 23.43 4.29 1.51 0.52 0.10
16.47 14.22 6.06 1.81 1.45 1.40

2405 1769 402 240 60 4 5640

13.05 9.60 2.18 1.30 0.33 0.02 30.60

42.64 31.37 7.13 4.26 1.06 0.07
49.07 35.18 18.61 9.43 5.42 1.86

578 810 256 125 48 3 1970

3.14 4.40 1.39 0.68 0.26 0.02 10.69

29.34 41.12 12.99 6.35 2.44 0.15
11.79 16.11 11.85 4.91 4.34 1.40

388 572 297 174 44 4 1578

2.11 3.10 1.61 0.94 0.24 0.02 8.56
24.59 36.25 18.82 11.03 2.79 0.25
7.92 11.37 13.75 6.83 3.98 1.86

489 695 615 905 274 28 3086

2.65 3.77 3.34 4.91 1.49 0.15 16.74

15.85 22.52 19.93 29.33 8.88 0.91

9.98 13.82 28.47 35.55 24.77 13.02

158 313 276 612 362 45 1789

0.86 1.70 1.50 3.32 1.96 0.24 9.71

8.83 17.50 15.43 34.21 20.23 2.52
3.22 6.22 12.78 24.04 32.73 20.93

76 155 183 444 302 128 1315

0.41 0.84 0.99 2.41 1.64 0.69 7.14

5.78 11.79 13.92 33.76 22.97 9.73
1.55 3.08 8.47 17.44 27.31 59.53

4901 5029 2160 2546 1106 215 18430

26.59 27.29 11.72 13.81 6.00 1.17 100.00

Frequency Missing = 3792
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Table B.5 - Student response to BYS34B (Mother's Education) by parent response to MOTHED (Mother's
Education)

Requency
Percent
Row Pct
Col Pct

Student
LT HS

HS/GED

Voc/Trade

Some Coll

Coll Grad

Master's I

PhD

Total

Parent

LT HS HS/GED Vocaracie Some Coll Coll Grad Waster's PhD Total

1201 546 514 147 56 21 5 2490
7.21 3.28 3.09 0.88 0.34 0.13 0.03 14.96

48.23 21.93 20.64 5.90 2.25 0.84 0.20
49.79 15.48 13.74 7.31 2.25 1.50 0.47

85b 2008 1698 689 476 156 73 5956
5.14 12.06 10.20 4.14 2.86 0.94 0.44 35.78

14.37 33.71 28.51 11.57 7.99 2.62 1.23
35.49 56.93 45.39 34.28 19.15 11.13 6.82

144 414 630 358 284 129 44 2003
0.86 2.49 3.78 2.15 1.71 0.77 0.26 12.03
7.19 20.67 31.45 17.87 14.18 6.44 2.20
5.97 11.74 16.84 17.81 11.42 9.21 4.11

93 237 384 275 366 141 83 1579
0.56 1.42 2.31 1.65 2.20 0.85 0.50 9.48
5.89 15.01 24.32 17.42 23.18 8.93 5.26
3.86 6.72 10.26 13.68 14.72 10.06 7.75

60 206 340 348 878 527 359 2718
0.36 1.24 2.04 2.09 5.27 3.17 2.16 16.33
2.21 7.58 12.51 12.80 32.30 19.39 13.21
2.49 5.84 9.09 17.31 35.32 37.62 33.52

27 80 107 134 341 366 332 1387
0.16 0.48 0.64 0.80 2.05 2.20 1.99 8.33
1.95 5.77 7.71 9.66 24.59 26.39 23.94
1.12 2.27 2.86 ;; 13.72 26.12 31.00

31 36 68 39 85 61 175 515
0.19 0.22 0.41 0.35 0.51 0.37 1.05 3.09
6.02 6.99 13.20 11.46 16.50 11.84 33.98
1.29 1.02 1.82 2.94 3.42 4.35 16.34

2412 3527 3141 2010 v---2486 1401 1071 16648
14.49 21.19 22.47 12.07 14.93 8.42 6.43 100.00

Frequency Missing = 2536

73 7;4



Table B.6 - Student response to BYS7OCC (Father's Occupation) by parent response to FATHOCC
(Father's Occupation)

Frequency
Paces*
Row Pct
Col Pct Craft Farmer

_Student
Clerical

Homemkr

Parent

Laboter Manager Military OPeratlx Professnl Total

201
1.12

25.22
50.12

41
0.23
5.14
1.57

3
0.02
0.38
0.76

1

0.01
0.13
2.86

30
0.17
3.76
2.02

210
1.17

26.35
8.22

15
0.08
1.88
3.69

48
0.27
6.02
1.98

92
0.51

11.54
5.61

797
4.42

Craft 14

0.08
0.54
3.49

1399
7.76

53.60
53.52

12
0.07
0.46
3.04

5
0.03
0.19

14.29

255
1.42
9.77

17.21

85
0.47
3.26
3.33

zo
0.11
0.77
4.91

226
1.25
8.66
9.32

b7
0.48
3.33
5.31

2610
14.49

Farmer 1

0.01
0.31
0.25

4
0.02
1.23
0.15

264
1.47

81.23
66.84

0.00
0.00
0.00

28
0.16
8.62
1.89

5
0.03
1.54
0.20

1

0.01
0.31
0.25

7
0.04
2.15
0.29

3
0.02
0.92
0.18

325
1.80

Homemkr 1

0.01
4.55
0.25

3
0.02

13.64
0.11

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

5
0.03

22.73
0.34

3
0.02

13.64
0.12

0.00
0.00
0.00

4
0.02

18.18
0.16

2
0.01
9.09
0.12

22
0.12

Laborer 11
0.06
1.08
2.74

153
0.85

14.97
5.85

49
0.27
4.79

12.41

3
0.02
0.29
8.57

398
2.21

38.94
26.86

38
0.21
3.72
1.49

1

0.01
0.10
0.25

186
1.03

18.20
7.69

14
0.08
1.37
0.85

1022
5.67

21
0.12
1.10
5.24

51

0.28
2.67
1.95

8
0.04
0.42
2.03

4
0.02
0.21

11.43

35
0.19
1.84
2.36

1130
6.27

59.26
44.21

11
0.06
0.58
2.70

48
0.27
2.52
1.98

222
1.23

11.64
13.54

1907
10.58

Total 401 2614 395 35 1482 2556 407 2425 1639 18017

2.23 14.51 2.19 0.19 8.23 14.19 2.26 13.46 9.10 100.00

74

S



Table B.6 - Student response to BYS7OCC (Father's Occupation) by parent response to FATHOCC
(Father's Occupation) - Continued

Frequency
Percent
Row Pct
Col Pct

Student_
Military

Parent

Craft Homernicr Laborer Manager Military Operator Professn11 Total

4
0.02
1.15
1.00

9
0.05
2.59
0.34

1

0.01
0.29
0.25

0.00
0.00
0.00

4
0.02
1.15
0.27

13
0.07
3.74
0.51

283
1.57

81.32
69.53

4
0.02
1.15
0.16

7
0.04
2.01
0.43

348
1.93

OPerabx 43
0.24
1.21

10.72

619
3.44

17.47
23.68

28
0.16
0.79
7.09

6
0.03
0.17

17.14

443
2.46

12.50
29.89

272
1.51
7.67

10.64

11

0.06
0.31
2.70

1625
9.02

45.85
67.01

90
0.50
2.54
5.49

3544
19.67

Professn11 16
0.09
1.17
3.99

34
0.19
2.50
1.30

2
0.01
0.15
0.51

2
0.01
0.15
5.71

4
0.02
0.29
0.27

176
0.98

12.92
6.89

15
0.08
1.10
3.69

9
0.05
0.66
0.37

767
4.26

56.31
46.80

1362
7.56

Professn12 3
0.02
0.27
0.75

3
0.02
0.27
0.1

0.00
0.00
0.00

2
0.01
0.18
5.71

Proprietor 5
0.03
0.67
1.25

37
0.21
4.93
1.42

3
0.02
0.40
0.76

2
0.01
0.27
5.71

1

0.01
0.09
0.07

28
0.16
2.56
1.10

8
0.04
0.73
1.97

4
0.02
0.37
0.16

55
0.31
5.03
3.36

750
4.16

16
0.09
2.13
1.08

75
0.42

10.00
2.93

2
0.01
0.27
0.49

19
0.11
2.53
0.78

17
0.09
2.27
1.04

750
4.16

Protective 5 7 1

0.03 0.04 0.01
1.15 1.62 0.23
1.25 0.27 0.25

2
0.01
0.46
5.71

5
0.03
1.15
0.34

Total 401 2614 395

20
0.11
4.62
0.78

35 1482 2556

3
0.02
0.69
0.74

4
0.02
0.92
0.16

19
0.11
4.39
1.16

433
2.40

407 2425 1639 18017
2.23 14.51 2.19 0.19 8.23 14.19 2.26 13.46 9.10 100.00

75

81



Table 8.6 - Student response to BYS7OCC (Father's Occupation) by parent response to FATHOCC
(Father's Occupation) - Continued

Frequency
Percent
Row Pct
Col Pct Clerical

Parent

Craft Fanner Homemkr Laborer Manager Military Operator Professnit Total

Sales 19 27 3 1 17 260 3 12 63 1290

0.11 0.15 0.02 0.01 0.09 1.44 0.02 0.07 0.35 7.16

1.47 2.09 0.23 0.08 1.32 20.16 0.23 0.93 4.88

4.74 1.03 0.76 2.86 1.15 4 10.17 0.74 0.49 3.84

Teacher

Service

1 1 0 0 0 11 3 1 33 370

0.01 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.06 0.02 0.01 0.18 2.05

0.27 0.27 0.00 0.00 0.00 2.97 0.81 0.27 8.92

0.25 0.04 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.43 0.74 0.04 2.01

18 88 3 3 97 64 4 45 20 754

0.10 0.49 0.02 0.02 0.54 0.36 0.02 0.25 0.11 4.18

2.39 11.67 0.40 0.40 12.86 8.49 0.53 5.97 2.65

4.49 3.37 0.76 8.57 6.55 2.50 0.98 1.86 1.22

Technical 10 21 1 ; 4 60 7 24 88 499

0.06 0.12 0.01 0.01 0.02 3.31 0.04 0.13 0.49 2.77

2.00 4.21 0.20 0.20 0.80 lz .02 1.40 4.81 17.64

2.49 0.80 0.25 2.86 0.27 2.35 1.72 0.99 5.37

Never Wkd 0 10 4 1 12 4 5 15 1 66

0.00 0.06 0.02 0.01 0.07 0.02 0.03 0.08 0.01 0.37

0.00 15.15 6.06 1.52 18.18 6.06 7.58 22.73 1.52

0.00 0.38 1.01 2.86 0.81 0.16 1.23 0.62 0.06

Don't Know

Total

28 107
0.16 0.59
3.39 12.97
6.98 4.09

13 2 128 102 15 144 59 825

0.07 0.01 0.71 0.57 0.08 0.80 0.33 4.58
1.58 0.24 15.52 12.36 25.00 17.45 7.15

3.29 5.71 8.64 3.99 0.97 5.94 3,60

401 2614 395 35 1482 2556 407 2425 1639 18017

2.23 14.51 2.19 0.19 8.23 14.19 2.26 13.46 9.10 100.00

76

82



Table B.6 - Student response to BYS7OCC (Father's Occupation) by parent response to FATHOCC
(Father's Occupation) Continued

Frequency
Perce,nt
Row Pct
Col Pct

Student
Clerical

Craft

Farmer

Homemkr

Laborer

'Manager

Total

?rofessn12 Proprietor Protective Sales

Parent

Teacher Service Technical Never Wkd Don't
Know

Total

15 29 13 16 1 21 43 1 17 797
0.08 0.16 0.07 0.09 0.01 0.12 0.24 0.01 0.09 4.421.88 3.64 1.63 2.01 0.13 2.63 5.40 0.13 2.13
1.15 1.85 2.70 1.75 0.29 4.02 6.31 6.25 7.26

5 276 7 28 1 48 111 1 30 26100.03 1.53 0.04 0.16 0.01 0.27 0.62 0.01 0.17 14.490.19 10.57 0.27 1.07 0.04 1.84 4.25 0.04 1.15
0.38 17.57 1.45 3.06 0.29 9.20 16.30 6.25 12.82

2 5 4 1 3250.01 0.03 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.02 0.00 0.00 0.01 1.800.62 1.54 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.23 0.00 0.00 0.310.15 0.32 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.77 0.00 0.00 0.43

2 0 1 1 220.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.120.00 0.00 0.00 9.09 0.00 4.55 0.00 4.55 0.000.00 0.00 0.00 0.22 0.00 0.19 0.00 6.25 0.00

3 78 7 10 31 9 1 30 10220.02 0.43 0.04 0.06 0.00 0.17 0.05 0.01 0.17 5.670.29 7.63 0.68 0.98 0.00 3.03 0.88 0.10 2.940.23 4.96 1.45 1.09 0.00 5.94 1.32 6.25 12.82

63 155 14 49 12 22 51 11 19070.35 0.86 0.08 0.27 0.07 0.12 0.28 0.00 0.06 10.583.30 8.13 0.73 2.57 0.63 1.15 2.67 0.00 0.584.83 9.87 2.90 5.36 3.54 4.21 7.49 0.00 4.70

1304 1571 482 914 339 522 681 16 :134 180177.24 8.72 2.68 5.07 1.88 2.90 3.78 0.09 L.30 100.0



Table B.6 - Student response to BYS7OCC (Father's Occupation) by parent response to FATHOCC

(Father's Occupation)- Continued

Frequency
Percent
Row Pct
Col Pct

Student
Military

Professn12 Proprietor Protective

Patont

Sales cachet Technical Never Wkd Don't Total
Know

6
0.03
1.72
0.46

3
0.02
0.86
0.19

2
0.01
0.57
0.41

2 0
0.01 0.00
0.57 0.00
0.22 0.00

2
0.01
0.57
0.38

7
0.04
2.01
1.03

0.00
0.00
0.00

1 348
0.01 1.93
0.29
0.43

7
0.04
0.20
0.54

130
0.72
3.67
8.27

12
0.07
0.34
2.49

40 3
0.22 0.02
1.13 0.C8
4.38 0.88

60
0.33
1.69

11.49

80
0.44
2.26

11.75

5
0.03
0.14

31.25

70 3544
0.39 19.65
1.98

29.91

Professnl 132
0.73
9.69

10.12

73
0.41
5.36
4.65

11

0.06
0.81
2.28

25 13

0.14 0.07
1.84 0.95
2.74 3.83

5
0.03
0.37
0.96

75
0.42
5.51

11.01

0.00
0.00
0.00

3 1362
0.02 7.56
0.22
1.28

Professn12 961
5.33

87.92
73.70

11
0.06
1.01
0.70

0.00
0.00
0.00

1 6
0.01 0.03
0.09 0.55
0.11 1.77

0.00
0.00
0.00

10
0.06
0.91
1.47

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

1093
6.07

Proprietor 12
0.07
1.60
0.92

520
2.89

69.33
33.10

2
0.01
0.27
0.41

20
0.11
2.67
2.19

2
0.01
0.27
0.59

14
0.08
1.87
2.68

1

0.01
0.13
0.15

0.00
0.00
0.00

3
0.02
0.40
1.28

750
4.16

Protective 1

0.01
0.23
0.08

4
0.02
0.92
0.25

344
1.91.

79.45
71.37

3 2
0.02 0.01
0.69 0.46
0.33 0.59

4
0.02
0.92
0.77

5
0.03
1.15
0.73

1

0.01
0.23
6.25

Total 1304 1571 482 914 339 522 681 16

7.24 8.72 2.68 5.07 1.88 2.90 3.78 0.09

4

78

3 433
0.02 2.40
0.69
1.28 I

234 18017
1.30 100.00



Table 8.6 - Student response to BYS7OCC (Father's Occupation) by parent response to FATHOCC
(Father's Occupation) - Continued

RaluencY
Pacent
Row Pct
COI, Pct

II I

7rofessn12

Sales 22
0.12
1.71
1.69

Tea*: 21
0.12
5.68
1.61

Service 5
0.03
0.66
0.38

Technical 28
0.16
5.61
2.15

Neva Wkd o
0.00
0.00
0.00

Don't Know 21
0.12
2.55
1.61

Total 1304
7.24

Frequency Missing = 779

NOTE: Professional 1 = Accounting, Artists, Nurses, Actresses, etc.
Professional 2 = Clergymen, Dentists, Lawyers, etc.

Proprietor Protective

175
0.97

13.57
11.14

4
0.02
0.31
0.83

4 1

0.02 0.01
1.08 0.27
0.25 0.21

54 51
0.30 0.28
7.16 6.76
3.44 10.58

13 2
0.07 0.01
2.61 0.40
0.83 0.41

2 1

0.01 0.01
3.03 1.52
0.13 0.21

39 11
0.22 0.06
4.73 1.33
2.48 2.28

1571 482
8.72 2.68

Sales

658
3.65

51.01
71.99

o
0.00
0.00
0.00

27
0.15
3.58
2.95

5
0.03
1.00
0.55

2
0.01
3.03
0.22

26
0.14
3.15
2.84

914
5.07

Parent

Teacher Service

1

0.01
0.08
0.29

7
0.04
0.54
1.34

291 2
1.62 0.01

78.65 0.54
85.84 0.38

1 240
0.01 1.33
0.13 31.83
0.29 45.98

1 7
0.01 0.04
0.20 1.40
0.29 1.34

1 3
0.01 0.02
1.52 4.55
0.29 0.57

4 51
0.02 0.28
0.48 6.18
1.18 9.77

339 522
1.88 2.90

79 85

Technical Never Wkd Don't
Know

Total

1290
7.16

11

0.06
0.85
1.62

0 7
0.00 0.04
0.00 0.54
0.00 2.99

o
0.00
0.00
0.00

o
0.00
0.00
0.00

1

0.01
0.27
0.43

370
2.05

8
0.04
1.06
1.17

o
0.00
0.00
0.00

26
0.14
3.45

11.11

754
4.18

226
1.25

45.29
33.19

o
0.00
0.00
0.00

1

0.01
0.20
0.43

499
2.77

1

0.01
1.52
0.15

o
0.00
0.00
0.00

4
0.02
6.06
1.71

66
0.37

43
0.24
5.21
6.31

6
0.03
0.73

37.50

26
0.14
3.15

11.11

825
4.58

681 16 234 18017
3.78 0.09 1.30 100.00



Table B.7 - Student response to BYS4OCC (Mother's Occupation) by parent response to MOTHOCC

(Mother's Occupation)

Freqtcncy
Perceat
Row Pct
Col Pct

Student
acai

4=1111,

Clerical

2993
14.85
66.59
63.75

Craft

33
0.16
0.73
6.10

5
0.02
0.11
3.88

Craft 31
0.15
7.77
0.66

92
0.46

23.06
17.01

3
0.01
0.75
2.33

Fanner 2
0.01
3.64
0.04

1

0.00
1.82
0.18

40
0.20

72.73
31.01

Homemkr 684 85
3.39 0.42

22.26 2.77
14.57 15.71

37
0.18
1.20

28.68

Laborer 25
0.12
7.76
0.53

15
0.07
4.66
2.77

17
0.08
5.28

13.18

Manager 92
0.46

10.69
1.96

10
0.05
1.16
1.85

1

0.00
0.12
0.78

Total 4695 541 129

23.29 2.68 0.64

Homemkr

Parent

Laborer Mana er Military Operator Professn11 Total

35
0.17

30
0.15

517
2.56

2
0.01

47
0.23

270
1.34

4495
22.30

0.78 0.67 11.50 0.04 1.05 6.01

4.20 4.55 30.04 8.00 3.27 12.71

7 17 16 1 56 41 399

0.03 0.08 0.08 0.00 0.28 0.20 1.98

1.75 4.26 4.01 0.25 14.04 10.28

0.84 2.58 0.93 4.00 3.90 1.93

6
0.03

1

0.00
1

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
55

0.27

10.91 1.82 1.82 0.00 0.00 0.00

0.72 0.15 0.06 0.00 0.00 0.00

495 129 129 5 192 208 3073

2.46 0.64 0.64 0.02 0.95 1.03 15.24

16.11 4.20 4.20 0.16 6.25 6.77

59.35 19.58 7.50 20.00 13.36 9.79

8 87 3 83 4 322

0.04 0.43 0.01 0.00 0.41 0.02 1.60

2.48 27.02 0.93 0.00 25.78 1.24

0.96 13.20 0.17 0.00 5.78 0.19

4 4 477 10 102 861

0.02 0.02 2.37 0.00 0.05 0.51 4.27

0.46 0.46 55.40 0.00 1.16 11.85

0.48 0.61 27.72 0.00 0.70 4.80

834 659 1721 25 1437 2125 20159

4.14 3.27 8.54 0.12 733 10.54 100.00



Table B.7 - Student response to BYS4OCC (Mother's Occupation) by parent response to MOTHOCC
(Mother's Occupation) - Continued

Frequency
Percent
Row Pct
Col Ttt Clerical Craft Farmer Homemkr

Parent

Laborer Manager Military Operator Professnit Total

Military

Operator

Professnit

Professn12

Proprietor

Protective

Total

8 0 0 2 8 2
0.04 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.04 0.00 0.01

33.33 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 8.33 33.33 0.00 8.33
0.17 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.12 32.00 0.00 0.09

62 117 3 20 168 59 1 800 14
0.31 0.58 0.01 0.10 0.83 0.29 0.00 3.97 0.07
4.31 8.13 0.21 1.39 11.67 4.10 0.07 55.59 0.97
1.32 21.63 2.33 2.40 25.49 3.43 4.00 55.67 0.66

74 6 1 15 3 70 0 5 812
0.37 0.03 0.00 0.07 0.01 0.35 0.00 0.02 4.03
5.78 0.47 0.08 1.17 0.23 5.47 0.00 0.39 63.44
1.58 1.11 0.78 1.80 0.46 4.07 0.00 0.35 38.21

4 1 7 37
0.02 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.03 0.00 0.00 0.18
1.72 0.00 0.00 0.43 0.00 3.00 0.00 0.00 15.88
0.09 0.00 0.00 0.12 0.00 0.41 0.00 0.00 1.74

15 1 5 2 31 4 14
0.07 0.00 0.02 0.00 0.01 0.15 0.00 0.02 0.07
4.42 0.29 1.47 0.00 0.59 9.14 0.00 1.18 4.13
0.32 0.18 3.88 0.00 0.30 1.80 0.00 0.28 0.66

5 0 0 2 0 0 4
0.02 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.02

10.42 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 4.17 0.00 0.00 8.33
0.11 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.12 0.00 0.00 0.19

4695 541 129 834 69 1721 25 1437 2125
23.29 168 0.64 4.14 3.21 8.54 0.12 7.13 10.54

81
8 7

24
0.12

1439
7.14

1280
6.35

233
1.16

339
1.68

48
0.24

20159
100.00



Table B.7 - Student response to BYS4OCC (Mother's Occupation) by parent response to MOTHOCC

(Mother's Of..cupation) - Continued

PleacY
Permit
Row Pct
Col Pct Clerical Farmer Homemkr

Parent

Laborer Manager

90
0.45

10.92
1.92

4
0.02
0.49
0.74

0.00
0.00
0.00

12
0.06
1.46
1.44

4
0.02
0.49
0.61

16

0.08
1.32
0.34

0.00
0.00
0.00

2
0.01
0.16
1.55

9
0.04
0.74
1.08

0
0.00
0.00
0.00

374
1.86
8.75
7.97

134
0.66
3.13

24.77

10
0.05
0.23
7.75

154
0.76
3.60

18.47

137
0.68
3.20

20.79

Technical 37
0.18
8.83
0.79

4
0.02
0.95
0.74

1

0.00
0.24
0.78

4
0.02
0.95
0.48

4
0.02
0.95
0.61

Never Wkd

'Don't Know

12
0.06

19.35
0.26

2
0.01
3.23
0.37

0.00
0.00
0.00

11

0.05
17.74
1.32

5

0.02
8.06
0.76

171

0.85
21.51

3.64

37
0.18
4.65
6.84

4
0.02
0.50
3.10

53
0.26
6.67
6.35

68
0.34
8.55

10.32

Total 4695 541 129 834 659
23.29 2.68 0.64 4.14 3.27

bEi

82

Military OPerator Professn11 Total

99
0.49

12.01
5.75

1

0.00
0.12
4.00

8
0.04
0.97
0.56

41
0.20
4.98
1.93

824
4.09

18 1 3 96 1215

0.09 0.00 0.01 0.48 6.03
1.48 0.08 0.25 7.90
1.05 4.00 0.21 4.52

210 3 107 343 4276
1.04 0.01 0.53 1.70 21.21

4.91 0.07 2.50 8.02
12.20 12.00 7.45 16.14

18 2 9 90 419
0.09 0.01 0.04 0.45 2.08
4.30 0.48 2.15 21.48
1.05 8.00 0.63 4.24

2 12 2 62
0.01 0.00 0.06 0.01 0.31
3.23 0.00 19.35 3.23
0.12 0.00 0.84 0.09

60 1 101 45 795

0.30 0.00 0.50 0.22 3.94

7.55 0.13 12.70 5.66
3.49 4.00 7.03 2.12

1721 25 1437 2125 20159

3.54 0.12 7.13 10.54 100.00



Table B.7 - Student response to BYS4OCC (Mother's Occupation) by parent response to MOTHOCC
(Mother's Occupation) - Continued

Frequency
Percent
Row Pct
Col Pct '")rofessn12

Clerical 3
0.01
0.51
7.23

Proprietor

58
0.54
2.42

12.22

Protective, Sales

11

0.05
0.24

10.58

144
0.71
3.20

11.73

Parent

Teacher

28
0.14
0.62
1.70

Service

97
0.48
2.16
3.47

Technical

115
0.57
2.56

19.33

Never Wkd Don't
Know

3 33
0.01 0.16
0.07 0.73
7.14 8.80

Total

4495
22.30

Craft 3
0.01
0.75
0.94

58
0.29

14.54
6.50

0.00
0.00
0.00

23
0.11
5.76
1,87

6
0.03
1.50
0.36

23 10 -I 0 12
0.11 0.05 0.00 0.06
5.76 2.51 0.00 3,01
0.82 1.68 0.00 3.20

399
1.97

Farmer
0.00
0.00
0.00

1

0.00
1.82
0.11

0.00
0.00
0.00

1

0.00
1.82
0.08

1

0.00
1.82
0.06

1 0
0.00 0.00
1.82 0.00
0.04 0.00

0.00 0.00
0.00 0.00
0.00 0.00

55
0.27

Homemkr 25
0.12
0.81
7.86

112
0.56
3.64

12.56

7
0.03
0.23
6.73

145
0.72
4.72

11.81

232
1.15
7.55

14.11

449 61
2.23 0.30

14.61 1.99
16.06 10.25

16 62
0.08 0.31
0.52 2.02

38.10 16.53

3073
15.24

!Amer 0
0.00
0.00
0.00

6
0.03
1.86
0.67

2
0.01
0.62
1.92

8
0.04
2.48
0.65

0.00
0.00
0.00

40 5
0.20 0.02

12.42 1.55
1.43 0.84

1 18
0.00 0.09
0.31 5.59
2.38 4.80

322
1.60

Manager 5

0.02
0.58
1.57

Total 318

44
0.22
5.11
4.93

6
0.03
0.70
5.77

40
0.20
4.65
3.26

21
0.10
244
1.28

24 15
0.12 0.07
2.79 1.74
0.86 2.52

0 6
0.00 0.03
0.00 0.70
0.00 1.60

861
4.27

892 104 1228 1644 2795 595 42 375 201591.58 4.42 0.52 6.09 8.16 13.86 2.95 0.21 1.86 100.00

83
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Table B.7 - Student response to BYS4OCC (Mother's Occupation) by parent response to MOTHOCC

(Mother's Occupation) - Continued

Frequency
Peicent
Row Pct
Col Pct ?rofessnl2 Proprietor

SNARL
Military

Protective Sales

Parent

Teacher

o o
0.00 0.00
0.00 0.00
0.00 0.00

o
0.00
0.00
0.00

1

0.00
4.17
0.08

1

0.00
4.17
0.06

OPerator 3 22
0.01 0.11
0.21 1.53
0.94 2.47

1

0.00
0.07
0.96

17
0.08
1.18
1.38

2
0.01
0.14
0.12

Professnl 48 30
0.24 0.15
3.75 2.34

15.09 3.36

o
0.00
0.00
0.00

14
0.07
1.09
1.14

34
0.17
2.66
2.07

Professnl 163 3

0.81 0.01
69.96 1.29
51.26 0.34

o
0.00
0.00
0.00

2
0.01
0.86
0.16

7
0.03
3.00
0.43

Proprietor 1 226
0.00 1.12
0.29 66.67
0.31 25.34

o
0.00
0.00
0.00

16
0.08
4.72
1.30

5
0.02
1.47
0.30

Protective 0 1

0.00 0.00
0.00 2.08
0.00 0.11

30
0.15

62.50
28.85

o
0.00
0.00
0.00

o
0.00
0.00
0.00

Total 318 892 104 1228 1644

1.58 4.42 0.52 6.09 8.16

84

ervice Technical

1

0.00
4.17
0.04

1

0.00
4.17
0.17

54 35

0.27 0.17
3.75 2.43
1.93 5.88

121 41

0.60 0.20
9.45 3.20
4.33 6.89

1 8
0.00 0.04
0.43 3.43
0.04 1.34

17 2
0.08 0.01
5.01 0.59
0.61 0.34

3 2
0.01 0.01
6.25 4.17
0.11 0.34

2804 595
13.86 2.95

9 0

Never Wkd Don't
Know

Total

o o
0.00 0.00
0.00 0.00
0.00 0.00

24
0.12

2 59
0.01 0.29
0.14 4.10
4.76 15.73

1439
7.14

0 6
0.00 0.03
0.00 0.47
0.00 1.60

1280
6.35

o o
0.00 0.00
0.00 0.00
0.00 0.00

233
1.16

o o
0.00 0.00
0.00 0.00
0.00 0.00

339
1.68

0 1

0.00 0.00
0.00 2.08
0.00 0.27

48
0.24

42 375 20159
0.21 1.86 100.00



Table B.7 - Student response to BYS4OCC (Mother's Occupation) by parent response to MOTHOCC
(Mother's Occupation) - Continued

Frequency
Percent
Row Pct
Col Pct ?rofessnl2 Proprietor Protective

Sales 3 53
0.01 0.26
0.36 6.43
0.94 5.94

2
0.01
0.24
1.92

Teacher 18 12
0.09 0.06
1.48 0.99
5.66 1.35

1

0.00
0.08
0.96

Service 6
0.03
0.14
1.89

183
0.91
4.28

20.52

42
0.21
0.98

40.38

Technical 16
0.08
3.82
5.03

12
0.06
2.86
1.35

o
0.00
0.00
0.00

Never Wkd o
0.00
0.00
0.00

2
0.01
3.23
0.22

o
0.00
0.00
0.00

Don't Know 4
0.02
0.50
1.26

18
0.09
2.26
2.02

2
0.01
0.25
1.92

Total 318 892 104
1.58 4.42 0.52

Frequency Missing = 2441

Sales

Parent

Teacher ervice Technical

464 8 21 10
2.30 0.04 0.10 0.05

56.31 0.97 2.55 1.21
37.79 0.49 0.75 1.68

3 998 27 7
0.01 4.95 0.13 0.03
0.25 82.14 2.22 0.58
0.24 60.71 0.97 1.18

310 277 1770 59
1.54 1.37 8.78 0.29
7.25 6.48 41.39 1.38

25.24 16.85 63.33 9.92

3 6 14 194
0.01 0.03 0.07 0.96
0.72 1.43 3.34 46.30
0.24 0.36 0.50 32.61

1 1 11 1

0.00 0.00 0.05 0.00
1.61 1.61 17.74 1.61
0.08 0.06 0.39 0.17

36 17 121 29
0.18 0.08 0.60 0.14
4.53 2.14 15.22 3.65
2.93 1.03 4.33 4.87

1228 1644 2795 595
6.09 8.16 13.86 2.95

NOTE: Professional 1 = Accounting, Artists, Nurses, Actresses, etc.
Professional 2 = Clergymen, Dentists, Lawyers, etc.

85 11

Never Wkd Don't Total
Know

o
0.00
0.00
0.00

4 824
0.02 4.09
0.49
1.07

o
0.00
0.00
0.00

4 '215
0.02 6.03
0.33
1.07

13
0.06
0.30

30.95

144 4276
0.71 21.21
3.37

38.40

o
0.00
0.00
0.00

5 419
0.02 2.08
1.19
1.33

o
0.00
0.00
0.00

0 62
0.00 0.31
0.00
0.00

7
0.03
0.88

16.67

21 795
0.10 3.94
2.64
5.60

42 375 20159
0.21 1.86 100.00



Table B.8 - Student response to BYS40A (Mother Home AfterSchool) by parent response to BYP72A

(Mother Home After School)

Prequeacy
Patent
Row Pct
Col Pct

Student
Usually

Usually

Parent

Sometimes Rattly Total

9845
45.74
91.87
76.41

530
2.46
4.95

16.53

154
0.72
1.44
5.73

187
0.87
1.75
6.80

10716
49.78

Sometimes 2141
9.95

48.71
16.62

1425
6.62

32.42
44.45

513
2.38

11.67
19.10

316
1.47
7.19

11.50

4395
20.42

Rarely 558
2.59

15.84
4.33

900
4.18

25.55
28.07

1255 809
5.83 3.76

35.63 22.97
46.72 29.43

3522
16.36

Never 341
1.58

11.79
2.65

351
1.63

12.13
10.95

764 1437
3.55 6.68

26.41 49.67
28.44 52.27

2893
13.44

Total 12885 3206 2686 2749 21526
59.86 14.89 12.48 12.77 100.00

Frequency Missing = 1125

86
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Table B.9 - Student response to BYS4OB (Father Home After School) by parent response to BYP72B
(Father Home After School)

Frew?' Icy
Pacent
Row Pct
Col Pct

Student
Usually

Usually Sometimes

Parent

Rarely Never Total

2076
10.08
65.74
57.27

638
3.10

20.20
13.37

184
0.89
5.83
3.52

260
1.26
8.23
3.73

3158
15.34

Sometimes 948
4.60

19.89
26.15

2178
10.58
45.69
45.63

956
4.64

20.05
18.31

685
3.33

14.37
9.82

4767
23.15

Rarely 343
1.67
5.59
9.46

1367
6.64

22.27
28.64

2731
13.26
44.49
52.31

1697
8.24

27.65
24.33

6138
29.81

Never 258
1.25
3.95
7.12

590
2.87
9.04

12.36

1350
6.56

20.67
25.86

4332 6530
21.04 31.71
66.34
62.12

Total 3625 4773 5221 6974 20593
17.60 23.18 25.35 33.87 100.00

Frequency Missing = 2058

87
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Table B.10 - Student response to BYS40C (Other Adult Home After School) by parent response to
BYP72C (Other Adult Home After School)

Fru luencY
Percent
Row Pet
Col Pct

Student
Usually

Usually I Sometimes

1101
5.71

54.26
52.70

255
1.32

12.57
15.17

Sometimes 330
1.71

16.01
15.80

Rarely

455
2.36

22.08
27.07

192 383
1.00 1.99
5.28 10.54
9.19 22.78

Never 466 588
2.42 3.05
4.03 5.09

22.31 34.98

Total 2089 1681
10.83 8.72

Frequency Missing = 3370

Parent

Rarely Never

101
0.52
4.98
4.35

572
2.97

28.19
4.34

295 981
1.53 5.09

14.31 47.60
12.70 7.44

770 2290
3.99 11.88

21.18 63.00
33.16 17.36

1156 9346
6.00 48.47

10.00 80.88
49.78 70.86

2322 13189
12.04 68.40

88

Total

2029
10.52

2061
10.69

3635
18.85

11556
59.93

19281
100.00

I; 4



Table B.11 - Student response to BYS48A (Father's Expectations) by parent response to FEDEXPT
(Father's Expectations)

Frequency
Percent
Row Pct
Col Pct

Student
LT HS

LT HS HS/GED

2
0.05
8.00

11.76

8
0.22

32.00
2.25

HS/GED 4
0.11
2.78

23.53

42
1.13

29.17
11.83

Vocirrade 3
0.08
1.54

17.65

ao
1.08

20.51
11.27

Some Coll 3
0.08
0.95

17.65

52
1.40

16.51
14.65

Coll Grad 2
0.05
0.11

11.76

130
3.50
7.37

36.62

Higher

Total

3
0.08
0.24

17.65

83
2.23
6.53

23.38 ,

3
0.08

12.00
1.38

29
0.78

20.14
13.36

48
1.29

24.62
22.12

22
0.59
6.98

10.14

83
2.23
4.71

38.25

32
0.86
2.52

14.75

Parent

Vocifrade Some Coll Coll Grad

6 3
0.16 0.08

24.00 12.00
1.13 0.19

39 24
1.05 0.65

27.08 16.67
7.37 1.56

62 35
1.67 0.94

31.79 17.95
11.72 2.27

101 110
2.72 2.96

32.06 34.92
19.09 7.13

240 936
6.46 25.20

13.61 53.06
45.37 60.66

81 435
2.18 11.71
6.37 34.23

15.31 28.19

Higher

3
0.08

12.00
0.28

6
0.16
4.17
0.57

7
0.19
3.59
0.66

27
0.73
8.57
2.56

373
10.04
21.15
35.42

637
17.15
50.12
60.49

Total

25
0.67

144
3.88

195
5.25

315
8.48

1764
47.50

1271
34.22

17 355
0.46 9.56

217 529 1543 1053 3714
5.84 14.24 41.55 28.35 100.00

Frevency Missing -- 475

89
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Table B.12 - Student response to BYS48B (Mother's Expectations) by parent response to MEDEXPT
(Mother's Expectations)

Frequency
Percent
Row Pet
Col Pct

Student
LT HS

LT HS HS/GED Vccinade

Parent

Some Coll Coll Grad Higher Total

6
0.04
4.48
6.52

43
0.27

32.09
2.45

19
0.12

14.18
1.56

37
0.23

27.61
1.22

17
0.11

12.69
0.28

HS/GED 25
0.16
3.01

27.17

330
2.07

39.71
18.81

148
0.93

17.81
12.12

216
1.35

25.99
7.12

79
0.50
9.51
1.28

12
0.08
8.96
0.33

33
0.21
3.97
0.90

134-
0.84

831
5.21

Vocarade 15

0.09
1.58

16.30

223
1.40

23.50
12.71

241
1.51

25.40
19.74

308
1.93

32.46
10.15

121
0.76

12.75
1.96

41
0.26
4.32
1.11

949
5.95

Some Coll 11

0.07
0.67

11.96

290
1.82

17.75
16.53

204
1.28

12.48
16.71

511
3.20

31.27
16.84

482
3.02

29.50
7.81

136
0.85
8.32
3.69

1634
10.24

Coll Grad 23
0.14
0.30

25.00

565
3.54
7.34

32.21

430
2.69
5.58

35.22

1400
8.77

18.18
46.13

3806
23.85
49.43
61.67

1476
9.25

19.17
40.09

7700
48.26

Higher 12
0.08
0.25

13.04

303
1.90
6.44

17.27

179
1.12
3.80

14.66

563
3.53

11.96
18.55

1667
10.45
35.41
27.01

1984
12.43
42.14
53.88

Total 92 1754 1221 3035 6172
0.58 10.99 7.65 19.02 38.68

Frequency Missing = 2344

4708
29.51

3682 15956
23.08 100.00



Table B.13 - Student response to BYS22 (Language Usually Spoken at Home) by parent response to

BYP23 (Language Usually Spoken at Home)

liequency

Patent
Row Pct
Col Pct

Staden!
English

English

1082
31.44
85.60
59.09

Parent

79 23 2

2.30 0.67 0.06
6.25 1.82 0.16
8.08 14.38 11.76

Spanish 444
12.90
33.08
24.25

896 0 0
26.03 0.00 0.00
66.77 0.00 0.00
91.62 0.00 0,00

Chinese 22
0.64

13.92
1.20

1 128 0
0.03 3.72 0.00
0.63 81.01 0.00
0.10 80.00 0.00

Japanese 8
0.23

33.33
0.44

0 0 15

0.00 0.00 0.44
0.00 0.00 62.50
0.00 0.00 88.24

17
0.49

20.99
0.93

Philipino 65
1.89

47.45
3.55

Italian 21
0.61

63.64
1.15

Total 1831

0 0 0
0.00 0.00 0.00
0.00 0.00 0.00
0.00 0.00 0.00

978
53.20 28.41

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

160 17
4.65 0.49

91

Philipino Italian Total

11

0.32
0.87

14.67

15
0.44
1.19

17.44

1

0.03
0.08
9.09

1264
36.72

0 1342

0.00 0.00 0.00 38.99
0.00 0.00 0.00
0.00 0.00 0.00

0 158

0.00 0.00 0.00 4.59
0.00 0.00 0.00
0.00 0.00 0.00

1 24
0.03 0.00 0.00 0.70
4.17 0.00 0.00
1.33 0.00 0.00

63 81

1.83 0.00 0.00 2.35
77.78 0.00 0.00
84.00 0.00 0.00

71 137

0.00 2.06 0.00 3.98
0.00 51.82 0.00
0.00 82.56 0.00

10 33

0.00 0.00 0.29 0.96
0.00 0.00 30.30
0.00 0.00 90.91

75 86 11 3442
2.18 2.50 0.32 100.00
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Table B.13 - Student response to BYS22 (Language Usually Spoken at Home) by parent response to
BYP23 (Language Usually Spoken at Home) - Continued

Regtency
Percent
Row Pct
Col Pct

Student
French

English Spanish Chinese

29
0.84

69.05
1.58

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

Gennan 13

0.38
66.67

0.71

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

Greek 8
0.23

44.44
0.44

1

0.03
5.56
0.10

o
0.00
0.00
0.00

Polish 12
0.35

92.31
0.66

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

Portuguese 10
0.29

58.82
0.55

Other 100
2.91

33.56
5.46

0.00
0.00
0.00

-
o

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

8
0.23
2.68
5.00

Total 1831
53.20

978 160
28.41 4.65

Parent

Japanese Korean Philipino Italian Total

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

42
1.22

15
0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.44
0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

18
0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.52
0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

13
0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.38
0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

17
0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.49
0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

298
0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 8.66
0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

.-
17 75 86 11 3442

0.49 2.18 2.50 0.32 100.00



Table B.13 - Student response to BYS22 (Language Usually Spoken at Home) by parent response to
BYP23 (Language Usually Spoken at Home) - Continued

Parent

Polish Portuguese

Frequency
Percent
Row Pct
Col Pct

Student
English

Frerrh German Total

3
0.09
0.24

17.65

1

0.03
0.08

33.33

3 0
0.09 0.00
0.24 0.00

25.00 0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

44
1.28
3.48

18.11

1264
36.72

Spanish
0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00 0.00
0.00 0.00
0.00 0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

2
0.06
0.15
0.82

1342
38.99

Chinese
0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00 0.00
0.00 0.00
0.00 0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

7
0.20
4.43
2.88

158
4.59

Japanese
0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00 0.00
0.00 0,00
0.00 0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

24
0.70

Philipino

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00 0.00
0.00 0.00
0.00 0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

1

0.03
1.23
0.41

81
2.35

0
0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

137
3.98

Italian
0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

1

0.03
3.03
0.41

33
0.96

Total 17 3 12 1 8 243 3442
0.49 0.09 0.35 0.03 0.23 7.06 100.00



Table 8.13 - Student response to BYS22 (Language Usually Spoken at Home) by parent response to
BYP23 (Language Usually Spoken at Home) - Continued

Frequency
Percent
Row Pct
Col Pct

Student
French

French German

Parent

Polish Portuguese

13
0.38

30.95
76.47

o
0.00
0.00
0.00

o
0.00
0.00
0.00

0
0.00
0.00
0.00

0
0.00
0.00
0.00

o
0.00
0.00
0.00

Total

42
1.22

Gennan o
0.00
0.00
0.00

2
0.06

13.33
66.67

o
0.00
0.00
0.00

o
0.00
0.00
0.00

o
0.00
0.00
0.00

o
0.00
0.00
0.00

15
0.44

Greek o
0.00
0.00
0.00

o
0.00
0.00
0.00

9
0.26

50.00
75.00

0
0.00
0.00
0.00

o
0.00
0.00
0.00

o
0.00
0.00
0.00

18
0.52

Polish o
0.00
0.00
0.00

o
0.00
0.00
0.00

o
0.00
0.00
0.00

1

0.03
7.69

100.00

o
0.00
0.00
0.00

o
0.00
0.00
0.00

13
0.38

Portuguese 0
0.00
0.00
0.00

o
0.00
0.00
0.00

o
0.00
0.00
0.00

o
0.00
0.00
0.00

7
0.20

41.18
87.50

o
0.00
0.00
0.00

17
0.49

1

0.03
0.34
5.88

o
0.00
0.00
0.00

o
0.00
0.00
0.00

o
0.00
0.00
0.00

1 188
0.03 5.46
0.34 63.09

12.50 77.37

298
8.66

Total 17 3 12 1 8 243 3442
0.49 0.09 0.35 0.03 0.23 7.06 100.00

Frequency Missing = 193



Table B.,,4 Student response to BYS68B (Student Enrolled in Bilingual Ed) by parent response to
BYP49A (Student Enrolled in Bilingual Ed)

Frequency Parent
Percent
Row Pct
Col Pct Yes No Total

Student
Yes 89 894 983

0.43 4.37 4.80
9.05 90.95

13.61 4.51

565 18929 19494
2.76 92.44 95.20
2.90 97.10

86.39 95.49

Total 654 19823 20477
3.19 96.81 100.00

Frequency Missing =. 2174



Table B.15 - Student response to DISCPAR (Discuss School With Parents) by parent response to BYP66
(Discuss School With Patents)

Frequency
Percent
Row Pct
Col Pct

Student
Not at All

Parent

Not at All Occasionally Regularly

26
0.12
2.38

17.93

344
1.57

31.47
7.70

723
3.30

66.15
4.18

Total

1093
4.99

Occasionally 98
0.45
0.89

67.59

27.56
12.59
25.05
61.68

8149
37.21
74.06
47.14

11003
50.24

Regularly 21
0.10
0.21

14.48

Total

1368 8414
6.25 38.42

13.95 85.83
30.62 48.68

9803
44.76

145 4468 17286 21899
0.66 20.40 78.94 100.00

Frequency Missing = 752

96
l': 2



Table B.16 - Student response to BYS55D (Parents Warned AboutGrades) by parent response to BYP57A
(Parents Warned About Grades)

Frequency
Percent
Row Pct
Col Pct

Student
Never

Once or
twice

Parent

2 or More Total

7185
33.37
51.90
75.11

3686
17.12
26.63
55.38

2973 13844
13.81 64.29
21.48
55.98

Once or
twice

1999
9.28

32.54
20.90

2461
11.43
40.06
36.97

1683
7.82

27.40
31.69

6143
28.53

2 or More 382
1.77

24.71
3.99

509
2.36

32.92
7.65

655
3.04

42.37
12.33

1546
7.18

Total 9566 6656 5311 21533
44.42 30.91 24.66 100.00

Frequency Missing = 1118

97
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Table B.17 - Student response to BYS55E (Parents Warned About Behavior) by parent response to
BYP57E (Parents Warned About Behavior)

Frequency
Percent
Row Pct
Col Pct

Student
Never

Parent

Once or 2 or More
twice

Total

13514
62.86
79.42
9039

2631 871
12.24 4.05
15.46 5.12
58.75 42.08

17016
79.15

Once or
twice

1170
5.44

36.06
7.83

1411 664
6.56 3.09

43.48 20.46
31.51 32.08

3245
15.09

2 or More 266
t.24

21.50
1.78

436 535
2.03 2.49

35.25 43.25
9.74 25.85

1237
5.75

Total 14950 4478 2070 21498
69.54 20.83 9.63 1M.00

Frequency Missing = 1153
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Table B.18 - Student response to BYS59K (School is a Safe Place) by parent response to BYP74I (School is a
Safe Place)

PluluencY
Percent
Rota Pct
Col Pct

_Student_
So Agree

Parent

So Agree Agree I Disagree Disagree Total

3042
14.29

36.04
53.03

4607
21.64
54.58
36.84

642
3.02
7.61

26.51

150
0.70
1.78

24.08

8441
39.65

2279
10.71
21.81
39.73

6573
30.88
62.90
52.55

1307
6.14

12.51
53.96

291
1.37
2.78

46.71

10450
49.09

289
1.36

16.95
5.04

969
4.55

56.83
7.75

335
1.57

19.65
13.83

112
0.53
6.57

17.98

1705
8.01

SO Disagree 126
0.59

18.21
2.20

358
1.68

51.73
2.86

138
0.65

19.94
5.70

70
0.33

10.12
11.24

692
3.25

Total 5736 12507 2422 623 21288
26.94 58.75 11.38 2.93 100.00

Frequency Missing = 1363



Table B.19 Student response to BYS68A (Student Enrolled in Gifted Class) by parent response to BYP51
(Student &tolled in Gifted Class)

PirequencY
Percent
Row Pct
Col Pct

Student

Yes

Parent

No

Yes 2007
9.59

48.26
71.30

2152
10.28
51.74
11.88

Total

4159
19.87

No 808 15968
3.86 76.27
4.82 95.18

28.70 88.12

16776
80.13

Total 2815 18120 20935
13.45 86.55 100.00

Frequency Missing = 1716



APPENDIX C

COMPARISON OF WEIGHTED AND UNWEIGHTED RESULTS

1 () 7
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Table Z.1 - Comparison of weighted and unweighted percentage matched andconelation coefficient, by
sex, race, and socioeconomic status

Percent matched
Ratio

Correlation coefficient
UnwOaedWeighted Unwghted Weeded Ratio

(1) (2) (1/2) (3) (4) (3/4)

Total

Race-ethnicity 91.0 91.6 0.99 0.75 0.77 0.98
Number of siblings 82.3 82.2 1.00 0.83 0.83 0.99
Number of older siblings 85.1 86.4 0.99 0.85 0.85 1.00

Father's education 60.8 61.0 1.00 0.81 0.82 0.98

Mother's education 62.9 62.5 1.01 0.74 0.76 0.98

Mother home 64.3 64.9 0.99 0.70 0 70 1.00

Father home 54.8 55.0 1.00 0.61 0.61 1.00

Other adult home 60.5 60.5 1.00 0.47 0.48 0.99
Father's expectations for

student's education 45.1 47.5 0.95 0.39 0.41 0.96

Mother's expectations for
student's education 42.2 43.1 0.98 0.42 0.43 0.97

Language spoken at home 73.3 72.3 1.01 0.62 0.62 1.00

Student enrolled in a
bilingual class 93.2 92.9 1.00 0.08 0.08 0.94

Discuss school with parents 50.2 50.4 1.00 0.15 0.16 0.94
Parents wamed about grades 59.4 47.8 1.24 0.19 0.19 1.02

Parents warned alaut behavior 64.3 71.9 0.89 0.45 0.44 1.03

School is safe 46.6 47.1 0.99 0.18 3.20 0.90
Student enrolled in gifted class 86.6 85.9 1.01 0.53 0.51 1.04



Table C.1 - Continued

Conflation coefficient
Weighted

(1)
Unwghted

(2)
Ratio
(1/2)

Weighted
(3)

Unwghted
(4)

Ratio
(3/4)

Sex

Male

Race-ethnicity 90.5 91.1 0.99 0.74 0.76 0.97
Number of siblings 80.7 80.8 1.00 0.81 0.82 0.99
Number of older siblings 84.2 85.7 0.98 0.84 0.84 1.00
Father's education 59.7 59.6 1.00 0.80 0.82 0.97
Mother's education 60.1 60.1 1.00 0.72 0.75 0.96
Mother home 62.5 63.2 0.99 0.67 0.67 1.01
Father home 52.6 52.5 1.00 0.58 0.57 1.01
Other adult home 58.7 59.0 0.99 0.44 0.45 0.98
Father's expectations for

student's education 45.2 47.7 0.95 0.41 0.42 0.97
Mother's expectations for

student's education 41.1 42.1 0.98 0.41 0.42 0.98
Language spoken at home 72.7 712 1.02 - 0.66 -
Student enrolled in a

bilingual class 91.9 91.5 1.00 0.07 0.07 0.93
Discuss school with parents 46.0 46.4 0.99 0.13 0.14 0.89
Paents warned about grades 57.8 45.2 1.28 0.21 0.20 1.03
Parents warned about behavior 62.2 65.1 0.96 0.44 0.43 1.01
School is safe 45.7 46.1 0.99 0.16 0.17 0.91
Student enrolled in gifted class 84.2 83.3 1.01 0.45 0.44 1.02
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Table C.1 - Continued

Percent matched Correlation_coefficient
Weighted

(1)

Unwghted
(2)

Ratio
(1/2)

Weighted

(3)

Unwghted
(4)

Ratio
(3/4)

Female

Race-ethnicity 91.6 92.0 1.00 0.76 0.78 0.98
Number of siblings 83.8 833 1.00 0.84 0.85 0.99
Number of older siblings 86.0 87.0 0.99 0.85 0.86 0.99
Father's education 61.9 62.5 0.99 0.81 0.83 0.98
Mother's education 65.6 64.9 1.01 0.76 0.78 0.97

Mother home 66.1 66.5 0.99 0.73 0.73 1.00
Father home 56.9 57.3 0.99 0.64 0.64 1.00
Other adult home 62.3 62.0 1.00 0.50 0.50 1.00
Father's expectations for

student's education 45.0 47.4 0.95 0.37 0.38 0.96
Mother's expectations for

student's education 43.2 44.0 0.98 0.42 0.43 0.98
Language spoken at home 73.8 73.1 1.01 0.67 0.68 0.99

Student enrolled in a
bilingual class 94.5 94.2 1.00 0.09 0.08 1.11

Discuss school with parents 54.3 54.3 1.00 0.18 0.19 0.94
Parents warned about grades 62.1 50.5 1.23 0.15 0.15 1.03
Patents warned about behavior 69.6 78.6 0.89 0.42 0.41 1.03
School is safe 47.3 48.0 0.99 0.21 0.22 0.94
Student enrolled in gifted class 89.0 88.3 1.01 0.61 0.58 1.04

1 1 0
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Table C.1 - Continued

Percent matched Calltali1211StriffigiCRI__
Weighted Unwglied Ratio

(3) (4) (3/4)

Weighted
(1)

Unwghted
(2)

Ratio
(1/2)

Race-ethnicity

Asian
Race-ethnicity 68.9 78.1 0.88 - - -
Number of siblings 85.0 85.2 1.00 0.82 0.84 0.97
Number of older siblings 86.6 88.4 0.98 0.86 0.89 0.97
Father's education 53.4 56.4 0.95 0.80 0.81 0.98
Mother's education 55.8 56.6 0.99 0.74 0.77 0.96
Mother home 62.6 62.9 1.00 0.65 0.66 0.99
Father home 52.6 53.4 0.99 0.57 0.60 0.95
Other adult home 60.8 61.4 0.99 0.59 0.58 1.02
Father's expectations for

student's education 54.3 55.3 0.98 - 0.35 0.00
Mother's expectations for

student's education 51.0 55.3 0.92 0.43 0.44 0.97
Language spoken at home 70.3 70.5 1.00 - 0.65

Student enrolled in a
bilingual clPss 88.1 87.9 1.00 0.10 0.09 1.09

Discuss school with parents 50.7 51.2 0.99 0.18 0.22 0.83
Parents warned about grades 60.4 51.3 1.18 0.16 0.14 1.14
Parents warned about behavior 61.5 79.4 0.78 0.44 0.43 1.02
School is safe 49.2 48.5 1.01 0.17 0.18 0.95
Student enrolled in gifted class 81.6 81.7 1.00 0.56 0.58 0.97
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Table C.1 - Continued

Percent matched Correlation coefficient

Weighted Unwghted Ratio Weighted Unwghted Ratio

(1) (2) (1/2) (3) (4) (3/4)

Hispanic

Race-ethnicity 80.2 82.7 0.97 - - -
Number of siblings 79.3 78.4 1.01 0.81 0.82 0.99

Number of older siblings 82.7 83.0 LOD 0.85 0.85 1.00

Father's education 59.8 60.4 0.99 0.72 0.75 0.96

Mother's education 61.1 61.3 1.00 0.64 0.65 0.98

Mother home 65.5 65.8 1.00 0,65 0.65 0.99

Father home 51.6 52.1 0.99 0.54 0.54 0.99

Other adult home 54.7 53.8 1.02 0.43 0.42 1.03

Father's expectations for
student's education 41.4 42.8 0.97 0.27 0.29 0.93

Mother's expectations for
student's education 36.2 35.8 1.01 0.37 0.35 1.05

Language spoken at home 75.5 73.5 1.03 - 0.70 -
Student enrolled in a

bilingual class 87.4 88.1 0.99 0.18 0.15 1.17

Discuss school with parents 46.1 46.1 1.00 0.12 0.13 0.94

Parents warned about grades 55.5 47.4 1.17 0.15 0.15 1.02

Parents warned about behavior 64.9 67.8 0.96 0.43 0.41 1.05

School is safe 43.5 44.2 0.98 0.11 0.13 0.81

Student enrolled in gifted class 84.1 84.4 1.00 0.41 0.40 1.02



Table C.1 - Continued

Percent matched Correlation coefficient
UnwghtedWeighted Unwghted Ratio Weighted Ratio

(1) (2) (1/2) (3) (4) (3/4)

Black

Race-ethnicity 95.5 95.1 1.00
Number of siblings 66.8 66.3 1.01 0.73 0.73 1.01
Number of older siblings 73.7 74.9 0.98 0.80 0.79 1.01
Father's education 53.7 53.1 1.01 0.63 0.67 0.95
Mother's education 54.1 53.6 1.01 0.59 0.62 0.96
Mother home 54.7 55.0 1.00 0.54 0.55 0.99
Aither home 56.2 56.9 0.99 0.57 0.58 0.98
Other adult home 52.8 52.3 1.01 0.43 0.44 0.98
Father's expectations for

student's education 43.1 45.9 0.94 - 0.31 0.00
Mother's expectations for

student's education 33.4 34.9 0.96 0.25 0.26 0.95
Language spoken at home 65.1 55.2 1.18 - - -
Student enrolled in a

bilingual class 89.8 90.0 1.00 0.01 0.02 0.70
Discuss school with parents 44.6 44.1 1.01 0.11 0.11 0.95
Parents warned about grades 62.7 50.6 1.24 0.17 0.17 0.99
Parents warned about behavior 64.3 61.5 1.05 0.40 0.40 1.00
School is safe 42.3 42.1 1.00 0.15 0.15 0.98
Student enrolled in gifted class 80.8 80.3 1.01 0.39 0.36 1.08

1I3
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Table C.1 - Continued

Percent matched Correlation coefficient
Weighted Unwghted Ratio Weighted Unwghted Ratio

(1) (2) (1/2) (3) (4) (3/4)

White

Raco-ethnicity 94.2 94.2 1.00 - - -
Number of siblings 85.5 85.7 1.00 0.85 0.86 0.99
Number of older siblings 87.5 88.9 0.98 0.86 0.87 0.99
Father's education 62.2 62.6 0.99 0.82 0.84 0.98
Mother's education 65.1 64.9 1.00 0.77 0.79 0.98
Mother home 66.0 66.7 0.99 0.74 0.74 1.00
Father home 55.0 55.3 1.00 0.63 0.63 1.00
Other adult home 62.8 63.2 0.99 0.46 0.46 1.00
Father's expectations for

student's education 45.0 47.3 0.95 0.42 0.44 0.95
Mother's expectations for

student's education 44.4 45.2 0.98 0.47 0.48 0.97
Language spoken at home 73.8 74.9 0.98 - 0.56 -
Student enrolled in a

bilingual class 94.9 94.7 1.00 0.03 0.03 1.13
Discuss school with parents 51.8 52.3 0.99 0.15 0.15 0.98
Parants warned about grades 59.4 47.3 1.26 0.20 0.20 1.02
Parents warned about behavior 64.6 73.8 0.88 0.46 0.44 1.03
School is safe 47.7 48.4 0.99 0.19 0.21 0.90
Student enrolled in gifted class 88.2 87.4 1.01 0.57 0.54 1.06

11,4
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Table C.1 - Continued

Percent matched Correlation_coefficient
UnwghtedWeighted Unwghted Ratio Weighted Ratio

(1) (2) (1/2) (3) (4) (3/4)

SES quartile

First quartile

Race-ethnicity 89.3 90.3 0.99 0.76 0.78 0.98
Number of siblings 74.4 73.2 1.02 0.78 0.75 1.00
Number of older siblings 77.4 78.2 0.99 0.82 0.11S 0.95
Father's education 70.2 70.1 1.00 - 0.48 -
Mother's education 70.8 69.8 1.01 - 0.46 -
Mother home 66.7 66.6 1.00 0.59 0.60 0.99
Father home 56.1 56.3 1.00 0.59 0.59 0.99
Other adult home 50.5 50.7 1.00 0.38 0.38 0.99
Father's expectations for

student's education 31.7 32.5 0.97 0.29 0.33 0.88
Mother's expectations for

student's education 28.6 28.4 1.01 0.32 0.31 1.02
Language spoken at home 78.2 76.5 1.02 - - -
Student enrolled in a

bilingual class 90.0 89.3 1.01 0.11 0.12 0.93
Discuss school with parents 43.8 43.2 1.01 0.12 0.11 1.07
Parents warned about grades 61.1 51.2 1.19 0.19 0.20 0.95
Parents warned about behavior 63.7 68.1 0.94 0.46 0.45 1.02
School is safe 43.7 44.0 0.99 0.11 0.12 0.91
Student enrolled in gifted class 86.8 86.4 1.00 0.34 0.34 1.00

11 5
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Table C.1 - Continued

Percent matched . Correlation coefficient
Weighted Unwghted Ratio Weighted Unwghted Ratio

(1) (2) (1/2) (3) (4) (314)

Secaid quartik

Race-ethnicity 90.1 91.0 0.99 0.74 0.77 0.96
Number of siblings 81.2 80.5 1.01 0.82 0.81 1.01
Number of older siblings 84.9 85.5 0.99 0.85 0.89 0.95
Father's education 60.3 59.4 1.02 0.47
Mother's education 63.4 62.3 1.02 0.47
Mother home 64.5 64.1 1.01 0.70 0.70 1.00
Father home 55.4 55.3 1.00 0.62 0.61 1.02
Other adult home 59.5 59.2 1.01 0.47 0.46 1.02
Father's expectations for

student's education 34.6 37.6 0.92 0.33 0.32 1.03
Mother's expectations for

student's education 37.6 37.3 1.01 0.36 0.36 0.99
Language spoken at home 69.5 68.9 1.01

Student enrolled in a
bilingual class 93.7 93.4 1.00 0.10 0.07 1.39

Discuss school with parents 47.7 46.8 1.02 0.11 0.13 0.86
Parents warned about glades 61.4 49.9 1.23 0.24 0.23 1.04
Parents waned about behavior 63.9 71.3 0.90 0.46 0.45 1.02
School is s e 45.2 45.2 1.01 0.18 0.18 0.98
Student enkslled in gifted class 88.2 87.9 1.00 0.46 0.47 0.98

1 6
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Table C.1 - Continued

Perce=11111chal
Ratio

_Correlation coefficient__
RatioWeighted Unwghted Wrighted Unwghted

(1) (2) (1/2) (3) (4) (3/4)

Third quartile

Race-ethnicity 91.2 91.1 1.00 0.72 0.75 0.96

Number of siblings 83.8 83.6 1.00 0.83 0.83 1.00

Number of older siblings 87.7 88.1 0.99 0.84 0.85 0.99

Father's education 53.9 53.5 1.01 0.50 0.51 0.97

Mother's education 58.7 58.1 1.01 0.52 0.52 0.99

Mother home 61.9 62.4 0.99 0.72 0.72 1.00

Father home 54.8 55.1 0.99 0.64 0.64 0.99

Other adult home 63.2 62.7 1.01 0.49 0.50 0.98

Father's expectations for
student's education 45.6 47.1 0.97 - 0.29 0.00

Mother's expectations for
student's education 44.9 45.2 0.99 0.39 0.39 1.00

Language spoken at home 66.8 66.8 1.00 - -
Student enrolled in a

bilingual class 94.1 94.0 1.00 0.02 0.02 0.85

Discuss school with parents 50.4 50.5 1.00 0.10 0.12 0.87

Parents warned about grades 58.2 48.8 1.19 0.21 0.22 0.95

Parents wamel about behavior 63.3 72.0 0.88 0.45 0.45 1.01

School is safe 46.2 46.2 1.00 0.18 0.17 1.06

Student enrolled in gifted class 87.5 87.2 1.00 0.55 0.53 1.04



Table C.1 - Continued

Percent matched Correlation coefficient
Weighted

(1)
Unwghted

(2)
Ratio Weighted

(3)
Unwghted

(4)
Ratio
(3/4)

Fourth quartile

Race-ethnicity 93.5 93.4 1.00 0.72 0.73 0.99
Number of siblings 89.4 89.5 1.00 0.89 0.88 1.01
Number of older siblings 90.7 92.3 0.98 0.88 0.90 0.97
Father's education 61.2 62.7 0.98 0.74 0.74 0.99
Mother's education 59.7 60.9 0.98 0.68 0.69 0.98
Mother home 64.4 66.1 0.97 0.74 0.73 1.01
Father home 52.9 53.6 0.99 0.57 0.58 0.99
Other adult home 67.6 67.2 1.01 0.53 0.52 1.02
Father's expectations for

stadent's education 58.3 59.5 0.98 0.36 0.00
Mother's expectations for

student's education 56.7 57.9 0.98 0.37 0.33 1.11
Language spoken at home 72.4 71.8 1.01

Student enrolled in a
bilingual class 94.7 94.2 1.01 0.05 0.04 1.13

Discuss school with parents 58.4 59.0 0.99 0.10 0.13 0.80
Parents warned about grades 57.0 42.8 1.33 0.19 0.19 1.01
Parnnts warned about behavior 67.4 75.2 0.90 0.42 0.39 1.07
School is safe 50.4 51.6 0.98 0.19 0.21 0.92
Student enrolled in gifted class 84.2 82.8 1.02 0.60 0.55 1.09

NOTE: - signifies a comparison in which a coefficient could not be calculated. Usually this was due to a
cell within a table having an expected value ofzero.
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